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*NOTICE  OF  RESCHEDULED  MEETING  AND  AGENDA 
Monday,  January  25,  2010,  5:00  P.M. 
City  Hall,  Room  421 
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POLICY  COMMITTEE 


GOVERNMENT 
DOCUMENTS  DEPT 


JAN  -6  2019 
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*The  Monday,  January  11,  2010,  5:00  p.m.  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  meeting 
has  been  rescheduled  to  Monday,  January  25,  2010  at  5:00  p.m.,  City  Hall,  Room  421. 

COMMITTEE  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Johanna  Wald  (Chair),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice-Chair),  Jane 
MarieFrancis  Martin 

ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 
Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Committee  takes  action  on  any  item. 

1 .  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call. 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  December  14,  2009  Policy  Committee  Regular  Meeting.  (Explanatory 
Document:  December  14,  2009  Draft  Minutes  http://sfgov.org/site/sfenvironment  paqe.asp?id=1 15399) 
(Discussion  and  Action) 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda. 

4.  Hunters  Point  Shipyard  Phase  2-Candlestick  Point  Draft  Sustainability  Plan  and  Project  Update. 

Presenter:  Tiffany  Bohee,  Office  of  Economic  and  Workforce  Development  (20  minutes)  (Informational 
Report  and  Discussion) 

5.  Director's  Updates.  Speaker:  David  Assmann,  Acting  Director  (Informational  Report  and  Discussion) 

6.  Announcements.  (Discussion) 

7.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Discussion) 

8.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda. 

9.  Adjournment. 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

The  next  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  meeting  is  scheduled  for  Monday,  February  8,  2010  at  5:00  p.m. 
in  Room  421,  City  Hall. 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1)  the  Commission's  office,  1 1  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  California  between 
the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Policy  Committee's  website  http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  meetinq.asp?id=61 005,  (3) 
by  clicking  on  the  links  by  each  agenda  item  above;  (4)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary  at  telephone  number  415-355-3709, 
or  via  e-mail  at  Monica.Fish(a)sfqov.orq  within  three  business  days  of  a  meeting.  If  any  materials  related  to  an  item  on  this  agenda 


have  been  distributed  to  the  Commission  Policy  Committee  after  distribution  of  the  agenda  packet,  those  materials  are  available  for 
public  inspection  at  the  Department  of  the  Environment,  11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102  during  normal  office  hours  or  will  be 
made  available  at  the  meeting  website  link  Policy  Committee's  website  http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  meetinq.asp?id=61 005  as 
links  to  the  agenda  or  meeting  minutes  (by  item). 

Important  Information 

The  ringing  of  and  use  of  cell  phones,  pagers  and  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices  are  prohibited  at  this  meeting.  Please  be 
advised  that  the  Chair  may  order  the  removal  from  the  meeting  room  of  any  person(s)  responsible  for  the  ringing  or  use  of  a  cell  phone, 
pager,  or  other  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices. 

NOTE:  Persons  unable  to  attend  the  meeting  may  submit  to  the  Committee,  by  the  time  the  proceedings  begin, 
written  comments  regarding  the  agenda  items  above.  These  comments  will  be  made  a  part  of  the  official  public 
record  and  shall  be  brought  to  the  attention  of  the  Committee  members.  Any  written  comments  should  be  sent 
to:  Commission  Secretary  of  the  Environment,  11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102  or  by  email  at 
Monica.Fish(5)sfgov.org  by  5:00  p.m.  on  the  day  prior  to  the  hearing.  Comments  which  cannot  be  delivered  to  the 
Commission  Secretary  by  that  time,  may  be  taken  directly  to  the  hearing  at  the  location  above.  When  bringing 
handouts  to  meetings,  please  photocopy  on  both  sides  of  the  paper  and  try  to  use  post-consumer  recycled  or 
tree-free  paper.  Also,  please  bring  sufficient  copies  of  handouts  for  the  Committee,  the  Commission  Secretary 
and  the  public. 

Public  Comment 

At  this  time,  members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  items  of  interest  that  are  within  the  subject  matter  jurisdiction  of  the 
Committee  but  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  Public  comment  will  be  taken  following  each  agendized  item.  Each  member  of  the  public 
may  address  the  Committee  for  up  to  three  minutes,  unless  otherwise  announced  by  the  Chair.  If  it  is  demonstrated  that  the  comments 
by  the  public  will  exceed  15  minutes,  the  Chair  may  continue  Public  Comment  to  another  time  during  the  meeting. 

The  Brown  Act  forbids  the  Committee  from  taking  action  or  discussing  any  item  or  issue  not  appearing  on  the  posted  agenda.  This  rule 
applies  to  issues  raised  in  public  comment  as  well.   In  response  to  public  comment,  not  on  an  agendized  item,  the  Committee  is  limited 

to: 

1.  Briefly  responding  to  statements  made  or  questions  posed  by  members  of  the  public,  or 

2.  Request  staff  to  report  back  on  a  matter  at  a  subsequent  meeting,  or 

3.  Directing  staff  to  place  the  item  or  issue  on  a  future  agenda  (Government  Code  Section  54954.2(a).) 

Disability  Access 

The  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  Meeting  will  be  held  at  City  Hall,  Room  421 ,  One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  Sar 
Francisco,  CA  94102,  in  the  Civic  Center  area.  The  meeting  room  is  wheelchair  accessible.  The  closest  accessible  BART  station  is  the 
Civic  Center  Station  at  United  Nations  Plaza  and  Market  Street.  Accessible  MUNI  lines  serving  this  location  are:  #71  Haight/Noriega  and 
the  F  Line  to  Market  and  Van  Ness  and  the  Metro  Stations  at  Van  Ness  and  Market  and  at  Civic  Center.  For  information  about  MUNI 
accessible  services  call  (415)  923-6142.  There  is  accessible  curbside  parking  adjacent  to  City  Hall  on  Grove  Street  and  Van  Ness  Avenue 
and  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Veterans  Building  at  401  Van  Ness  Avenue  adjacent  to  Davies  Hall  and  the  War  Memorial  Complex. 

The  following  services  are  available  on  request  48  hours  prior  to  the  meeting;  except  for  Monday  meetings,  for  which  the  deadline  shall  be 
4:00  p.m.  of  the  last  business  day  of  the  preceding  week:  For  American  sign  language  interpreters  or  the  use  of  a  reader  during  a  meeting, 
a  sound  enhancement  system,  and/or  alternative  formats  of  the  agenda  and  minutes,  please  contact  Monica  Fish  at  (415)  355-3709  to 
make  arrangements  for  the  accommodation.  Late  requests  will  be  honored,  if  possible. 

In  order  to  assist  the  City's  efforts  to  accommodate  persons  with  severe  allergies,  environmental  illnesses,  multiple  chemical  sensitivity 
or  related  disabilities,  attendees  at  public  meetings  are  reminded  that  other  attendees  may  be  sensitive  to  various  chemical  based 
products.  Please  help  the  City  accommodate  these  individuals.  Individuals  with  chemical  sensitivity  or  related  disabilities  should  call 
the  Mayor's  Office  on  Disability  at  (415)  554-6789  or  (415)  554-6799  (TTY)  for  further  information. 

Know  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance 
(Chapter  67  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code) 
Government's  duty  is  to  serve  the  public,  reaching  its  decisions  in  full  view  of  the  public.  Commissions,  boards,  councils,  and  other 
agencies  of  the  City  and  County  exist  to  conduct  the  people's  business.  This  ordinance  assures  that  deliberations  are  conducted 
before  the  people  and  that  City  operations  are  open  to  the  people's  review.  For  more  information  on  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine 
Ordinance  or  to  report  a  violation  of  the  ordinance,  contact  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  Task  Force,  Sunshine  Task  Force  Administrator, 
City  Hall,  Room  409,  1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102-4683  at  Phone  No.:  (415)  554-7724;  Fax  No.:  (415) 
554-7854;  E-mail:  sotf@sfqov.org.  Copies  of  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  can  be  obtained  from  the  Clerk  of  the  Sunshine  Task  Force,  the 
San  Francisco  Public  Library  and  on  the  City's  website  at  www.sfgov.org. 

Lobbyist  Registration  and  Reporting  Requirements 
Individuals  and  entities  that  influence  or  attempt  to  influence  local  legislative  or  administrative  action  may  be  required  by  the  San 
Francisco  Lobbyist  Ordinance  [SF  Campaign  &  Governmental  Conduct  Code  §2.100,  et.  seq]  to  register  and  report  lobbying  activity. 
For  more  information  about  the  Lobbyist  Ordinance,  please  contact  the  Ethics  Commission  at:  25  Van  Ness  Avenue,  Second  Floor,  San 
Francisco,  CA  94102;  telephone  (415)  252-3100,  fax  (415)  252-3112;  web  site  atwww.sfgov.org/ethics. 

Posted:  January  5,  2010 
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City  Hall,  Room  421 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


*The  Monday,  January  11,  2010,  5:00  p.m.  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy 
has  been  rescheduled  to  Monday,  January  25,  2010  at  5:00  p.m.,  City  Hall,  Room  421 


SAN  FRANCISCO 

_  ,.  n  PUBLIC  LIBRARY 
Policy  Committee  meeting 


COMMITTEE  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Johanna  Wald  (Chair),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice-Chair),  Jane 
MarieFrancis  Martin 

ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 
Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Committee  takes  action  on  any  item. 


1 .  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call. 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  December  14,  2009  Policy  Committee  Regular  Meeting.  (Explanatory 
Document:  December  14,  2009  Draft  Minutes  http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  paqe.asp?id=1 1 5399) 
(Discussion  and  Action) 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda. 

4.  Presentation  on  Bay  Friendly  Landscaping  Guidelines  and  their  Future  Applicability  to  San 
Francisco.  Sponsor:  David  Assmann,  Acting  Director;  Staff  Presenter:  Chris  Geiger,  Ph.D.,  City 
Toxics  Reduction  Coordinator  and  Teresa  Eade,  StopWaste  (30  minutes) 

5.  San  Francisco  Department  of  the  Environment  Toxics  Reduction  Program  -  Update  on  Garment 
Cleaning  Project.  Sponsor:  Acting  Director  David  Assmann;  Staff  Speakers:  Sushma  Dhulipala, 
Commercial  Toxics  Reduction  Coordinator  (5  minutes)  and  Anna  Zimmerman,  Commercial  Toxics 
Associate  (5  minutes).  (Informational  Report  and  Discussion) 

6.  Urban  Environmental  Accords: 

•  Website  Update  on  Accords  Status.  Speakers:  Jennifer  Kass,  Sustainability  Project/BC3  and 
Lawrence  Grodeska,  Communication  Specialist  (5  minutes)  (Informational  Presentation  and 
Discussion) 

•  Adoption  of  Urban  Environmental  Accords  for  Calendar  Year  2010  for  recommendation  to 
the  Commission  on  the  Environment.  (Explanatory  Document:  Urban  Environmental  Accords 
Status  as  of  January  2010)  Speakers:  David  Assmann,  Acting  Director  and  Jennifer  Kass, 
Sustainability  Project/BC3  (5  minutes)  (Discussion  and  Action) 

7.  Director's  Updates.  Speaker:  David  Assmann,  Acting  Director  (Informational  Report  and  Discussion) 

8.  Announcements.  (Discussion) 

9.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Discussion) 

10.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda. 

11.  Adjournment. 


Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary,  TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 


**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1 )  the  Commission's  office,  1 1  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  California  between 
the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Policy  Committee's  website  http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  meetinq.asp?id=61 005,  (3) 
by  clicking  on  the  links  by  each  agenda  item  above;  (4)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary  at  telephone  number  415-355-3709, 
or  via  e-mail  at  Monica.Fish@sfqov.org  within  three  business  days  of  a  meeting.  If  any  materials  related  to  an  item  on  this  agenda 
have  been  distributed  to  the  Commission  Policy  Committee  after  distribution  of  the  agenda  packet,  those  materials  are  available  for 
public  inspection  at  the  Department  of  the  Environment,  11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102  during  normal  office  hours  or  will  be 
made  available  at  the  meeting  website  link  Policy  Committee's  website  http://sfgov.org/site/sfenvironment  meeting. asp?id=61 005  as 
links  to  the  agenda  or  meeting  minutes  (by  item). 

Important  Information 

The  ringing  of  and  use  of  cell  phones,  pagers  and  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices  are  prohibited  at  this  meeting.  Please  be 
advised  that  the  Chair  may  order  the  removal  from  the  meeting  room  of  any  person(s)  responsible  for  the  ringing  or  use  of  a  cell  phone, 
pager,  or  other  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices. 

NOTE:  Persons  unable  to  attend  the  meeting  may  submit  to  the  Committee,  by  the  time  the  proceedings  begin, 
written  comments  regarding  the  agenda  items  above.  These  comments  will  be  made  a  part  of  the  official  public 
record  and  shall  be  brought  to  the  attention  of  the  Committee  members.  Any  written  comments  should  be  sent 
to:  Commission  Secretary  of  the  Environment,  11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102  or  by  email  at 
Monica.Fish(ja)sfgov.orq  by  5:00  p.m.  on  the  day  prior  to  the  hearing.  Comments  which  cannot  be  delivered  to  the 
Commission  Secretary  by  that  time,  may  be  taken  directly  to  the  hearing  at  the  location  above.  When  bringing 
handouts  to  meetings,  please  photocopy  on  both  sides  of  the  paper  and  try  to  use  post-consumer  recycled  or 
tree-free  paper.  Also,  please  bring  sufficient  copies  of  handouts  for  the  Committee,  the  Commission  Secretary 
and  the  public. 

Public  Comment 

At  this  time,  members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  items  of  interest  that  are  within  the  subject  matter  jurisdiction  of  the 
Committee  but  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  Public  comment  will  be  taken  following  each  agendized  item.  Each  member  of  the  public 
may  address  the  Committee  for  up  to  three  minutes,  unless  otherwise  announced  by  the  Chair.  If  it  is  demonstrated  that  the  comments 
by  the  public  will  exceed  1 5  minutes,  the  Chair  may  continue  Public  Comment  to  another  time  during  the  meeting. 

The  Brown  Act  forbids  the  Committee  from  taking  action  or  discussing  any  item  or  issue  not  appearing  on  the  posted  agenda.  This  rule 
applies  to  issues  raised  in  public  comment  as  well.  In  response  to  public  comment,  not  on  an  agendized  item,  the  Committee  is  limited 
to: 

1.  Briefly  responding  to  statements  made  or  questions  posed  by  members  of  the  public,  or 

2.  Request  staff  to  report  back  on  a  matter  at  a  subsequent  meeting,  or 

3.  Directing  staff  to  place  the  item  or  issue  on  a  future  agenda  (Government  Code  Section  54954.2(a).) 

Disability  Access 

The  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  Meeting  will  be  held  at  City  Hall,  Room  421,  One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  Sa 
Francisco,  CA  94102,  in  the  Civic  Center  area.  The  meeting  room  is  wheelchair  accessible.  The  closest  accessible  BART  station  is  the 
Civic  Center  Station  at  United  Nations  Plaza  and  Market  Street.  Accessible  MUNI  lines  serving  this  location  are:  #71  Haight/Noriega  and 
the  F  Line  to  Market  and  Van  Ness  and  the  Metro  Stations  at  Van  Ness  and  Market  and  at  Civic  Center.  For  information  about  MUNI 
accessible  services  call  (415)  923-6142.  There  is  accessible  curbside  parking  adjacent  to  City  Hall  on  Grove  Street  and  Van  Ness  Avenue 
and  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Veterans  Building  at  401  Van  Ness  Avenue  adjacent  to  Davies  Hall  and  the  War  Memorial  Complex. 

The  following  services  are  available  on  request  48  hours  prior  to  the  meeting;  except  for  Monday  meetings,  for  which  the  deadline  shall  be 
4:00  p.m.  of  the  last  business  day  of  the  preceding  week:  For  American  sign  language  interpreters  or  the  use  of  a  reader  during  a  meeting 
a  sound  enhancement  system,  and/or  alternative  formats  of  the  agenda  and  minutes,  please  contact  Monica  Fish  at  (415)  355-3709  to 
make  arrangements  for  the  accommodation.  Late  requests  will  be  honored,  if  possible. 

In  order  to  assist  the  City's  efforts  to  accommodate  persons  with  severe  allergies,  environmental  illnesses,  multiple  chemical  sensitivity 
or  related  disabilities,  attendees  at  public  meetings  are  reminded  that  other  attendees  may  be  sensitive  to  various  chemical  based 
products.  Please  help  the  City  accommodate  these  individuals.  Individuals  with  chemical  sensitivity  or  related  disabilities  should  call 
the  Mayor's  Office  on  Disability  at  (415)  554-6789  or  (41 5)  554-6799  (TTY)  for  further  information. 


Know  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance 
(Chapter  67  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code) 

Government's  duty  is  to  serve  the  public,  reaching  its  decisions  in  full  view  of  the  public.  Commissions,  boards,  councils,  and  other 
agencies  of  the  City  and  County  exist  to  conduct  the  people's  business.  This  ordinance  assures  that  deliberations  are  conducted 
before  the  people  and  that  City  operations  are  open  to  the  people's  review.  For  more  information  on  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine 
Ordinance  or  to  report  a  violation  of  the  ordinance,  contact  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  Task  Force,  Sunshine  Task  Force  Administrator, 
City  Hall,  Room  409,  1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102-4683  at  Phone  No.:  (415)  554-7724;  Fax  No.:  (415) 
554-7854;  E-mail:  sotf@sfqov.org.  Copies  of  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  can  be  obtained  from  the  Clerk  of  the  Sunshine  Task  Force,  the 
San  Francisco  Public  Library  and  on  the  City's  website  at  www.sfqov.org. 

Lobbyist  Registration  and  Reporting  Requirements 

Individuals  and  entities  that  influence  or  attempt  to  influence  local  legislative  or  administrative  action  may  be  required  by  the  San 
Francisco  Lobbyist  Ordinance  [SF  Campaign  &  Governmental  Conduct  Code  §2.100,  et.  seq]  to  register  and  report  lobbying  activity. 
For  more  information  about  the  Lobbyist  Ordinance,  please  contact  the  Ethics  Commission  at:  25  Van  Ness  Avenue,  Second  Floor,  San 
Francisco,  CA  94102;  telephone  (415)  252-3100,  fax  (415)  252-3112;  web  site  atwww.sfgov.org/ethics. 

Posted:  January  21,  2010 
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*The  Monday,  January  11,  2010,  5:00  p.m.  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  meeting 
was  rescheduled  to  Monday,  January  25,  2010  at  5:00  p.m.,  City  Hall,  Room  421. 

COMMITTEE  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Johanna  Wald  (Chair),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice-Chair),  Jane 
MarieFrancis  Martin 


1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call.  The  Policy  Committee  meeting  convened  at  5:05  p.m.  Present:  Chair 
Wald,  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  and  Commissioner  Martin.  Acting  Director  David  Assmann,  Commission 
Secretary  Monica  Fish,  and  agenda  topic  presenters  were  in  attendance  for  this  meeting. 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  December  14,  2009  Policy  Committee  Regular  Meeting.  (Discussion 
and  Action)  Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Gravanis  and  second  by  Commissioner  Wald,  the 
December  14,  2009  Meeting  Minutes  were  approved  without  objection  (AYES:  Commissioners  Wald, 
Gravanis,  and  Martin)  (Explanatory  Document:  December  14,  2009  Approved  Minutes) 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

4.  Presentation  on  Bay  Friendly  Landscaping  Guidelines  and  their  Future  Applicability  to  San 
Francisco.  Sponsor:  David  Assmann,  Acting  Director;  Staff  Presenter:  Chris  Geiger,  Ph.D.,  City 
Toxics  Reduction  Coordinator  and  Teresa  Eade,  StopWaste  (30  minutes)  (Explanatory  Document: 
Presentation  on  Bay  Friendly  Landscaping  Guidelines)  (Informational  Presentation  and  Discussion) 

Dr.  Geiger  reported  that  there  had  been  a  re-visioning  of  the  Integrated  Pest  Management  (IPM) 
program  last  fall,  and  Bay  Friendly  landscaping  certifications  were  of  a  particular  interest.  It  was 
announced  that  the  Bay  Friendly  Landscaping  Conference  is  scheduled  for  September,  and  there  is  an 
opportunity  for  it  to  be  held  in  San  Francisco.  Ms.  Debbie  Raphael,  Toxics  Reduction  Program 
Manager,  Ms.  Teresa  Eade,  Senior  Program  Manager  with  Bay  Friendly,  StopWaste.org,  and  Mr.  Ari 
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Harding,  Building  Systems  Manager,  California  Academy  of  Sciences  were  introduced  and  were  in 
attendance  for  this  meeting. 

Reference  presentation  for  additional  information — 

Dr.  Geiger  stated  that  he  is  a  member  of  the  Bay  Friendly  Coalition  Board,  which  is  the-non  profit  that 
has  recently  been  established  to  help  expand  Bay  Friendly  beyond  Alameda  County.  He  explained  that 
Bay  Friendly  Landscaping  and  Gardening  is  a  branded  program  of  StopWaste.Org  that  promotes 
sustainable  landscaping  practices.  It  is  a  whole  systems  approach  to  design,  construction  and 
maintenance  of  the  landscape  that  is  based  on  seven  principles  of  bay  friendly  landscaping  (slides  3-4). 
The  program  helps  support  compliance  with  other  federal,  state,  and  local  environmental  initiatives 
(slide  5).  There  are  many  environmental  benefits  of  bay  friendly  landscaping  (slide  6),  and  greenhouse 
gas  reductions  have  been  estimated  per  acre  of  Bay  Friendly  landscaping  (slide  7). 

The  Bay  Friendly  program  has  published  landscape  guidelines  that  can  be  found  on  their  website  that 
includes  (slide  8):  (1)  Standards — Bay  Friendly  Landscaping  Guidelines:  Sustainable  Practices  for  the 

Landscape  Professional  (PDF)  http://www.stopwaste.orq/docs/bav-friendlv  landscape  guidelines  -  all  chapters.pdf  and 

Bay-Friendly  Civic  and  Commercial  Landscape  Scorecard  (PDF) 

http://www.stopwaste.orq/home/index.asp?page=779;  (2)  Training-existing  training  program  for  landscape 
professionals  for  both  City  and  private  landscapers  (see  list  of  "Bay  Friendly  Qualified  Landscape 

Professionals"  http://www.stopwaste.orq/home/index.asp?paqe=1041) 

(3)  Raters-program  is  under  development  to  train  raters,  who  are  third-party  professionals  that  rate 
new  landscapes  as  Bay  Friendly;  (4)  Model  Policies  for  civic  and  private  sector;  and  (5)  Regional 
Implementation-through  the  Bay  Friendly  coalition. 

The  Bay  Friendly  Landscaping  program  includes  a  description  of  principles  (  Bay  Friendly  Landscape 
Guidelines:  Sustainable  Practices  for  the  Landscape  Professional  (PDF)  http://www.stopwaste.org/docs/bav- 

friendly  landscape  guidelines  -  all  chapters.pdf),  and  detailed  SCOrecardS  http://www.stopwaste.org/home/index.asp?page=779 

with  a  supporting  reference  manual  for  rating  landscapes  ( http://stopwaste.org/docs/bfi  cc  rating  manual  finai.pdf) . 
Bay  Friendly  also  provides  resources  for  home  gardeners  and  consumers  (slide  12),  and 
trainings/certifications  for  professional  landscapers  and  landscape  designers.  The  Bay  Friendly 
Coalition  has  been  formed  to  expand  regionally  and  a  list  of  participants  was  provided  (slides  13-14). 

Dr.  Geiger  reported  that  all  cities  in  Alameda  County  have  adopted  civic  Green  Building  policies,  and 
nine  member  agencies  of  seventeen  have  adopted  civic  Bay-Friendly  policies  (slide  15).  Future  plans 
include  a  2010  Bay  Friendly  Landscaping  Conference  in  September  2010,  researching  future  policies 
and  ordinances  for  city  landscaping  projects,  and  to  possibly  integrate  with  San  Francisco 
Environment's  IPM  Program.  Additional  possibilities  would  be  discussed  once  training  programs  are 
implemented  in  San  Francisco. 

Ms.  Eade  discussed  Bay  Friendly  projects  that  include  the  Pleasanton  Fire  Station  (a  Leadership  in 
Energy  and  Environmental  Design  (LEED)  Gold  and  Green  Building  grant  recipient);  Albany  Street 
median;  Sara  Connor  Affordable  Housing  Project  in  Hayward;  and  the  Emeryville  Bay  Street  Plaza 
(slides  16,  18,  19,  and  21).  Additional  information  and  publications  can  be  found  at  websites 
www.BayFriendlv.org  and  www.bavfriendlycoalition.org. 

Commissioners  were  asked  for  their  ideas  for  sponsors,  key  note  speakers,  conference  locations,  and 
exhibitors  for  the  upcoming  conference  in  September.  Commissioners  provided  the  following 
comments: 
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Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  she  was  in  support  of  the  Bay  Friendly  program  and  provided  the 
following  comments  and  recommendations  (1)  supports  Bay  Friendly's  "critter  friendly"  approach  that 
she  believes  that  LEED  does  not  address  sufficiently;  (2)  noted  that  Bay  Friendly's  materials  said  that 
hummingbird  feeders  change  the  natural  course  of  bird  migration,  which  she  felt  would  not  be  a  good 
thing;  (3)  recommended  that  more  biologists,  botanists,  ecologists,  and  avian  biologists  be  consulted; 
(4)  cited  that  standard  gardening  practices  such  as  mulching  may  not  always  be  the  best  selection  for 
all  critters;  (5)  select  plants  or  tree  canopy  suitable  for  location  conditions;  (6)  consider  additional 
programs  to  orient  people  who  want  to  do  more  for  ecological  restoration  and  not  just  traditional 
gardening;  (7)  replace  the  reference  to  the  term  "drought  tolerant"  with  "climate  adapted";  (8)  the 
reference  to  "choose  native  spurs  species"  for  additional  points  for  selection  of  a  California  native  is  not 
an  eco-system  approach  because  California  is  a  big  place;  and  (9)  wildlife  should  be  considered  in  a 
stronger  way. 

Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  she  was  in  support  of  the  Bay  Friendly  program  and  provided  the 
following  comments  and  recommendations  (1)  provide  reference  to  the  specific  urban  challenges  and 
conditions  that  San  Francisco  has  in  addition  to  its  microclimates,  which  may  be  significantly  different 
from  other  parts  of  the  bay;  (2)  consider  storm  water  diversion  with  preference  to  evergreen  versus 
deciduous  trees  and  how  that  would  be  important  in  San  Francisco;  (3)  consider  under  planting  and 
minimizing  lawns;  (4)  not  install  irrigation,  minimize  irrigation,  and  not  use  whenever  possible;  (5) 
adding  points  for  planting  during  the  rainy  season  to  take  advantage  of  natural  irrigation  (water 
conservation);  (6)  adding  points  for  planting  edibles;  (7)  saving  existing  plants;  (8)  points  for  inorganic 
mulching;  and  (9)  cited  the  reference  to  preservation  of  80%  of  the  mature  existing  healthy  trees  but  no 
acknowledgement  to  saving  grasslands  or  other  native  landscapes,  especially  in  San  Francisco  that 
does  not  have  a  lot  of  native  trees. 

Ms.  Eade  stated  that  points  are  given  for  identifying  plants,  trees,  and  shrubs  that  should  be  protected. 
It  was  stated  that  a  reference  to  edibles  was  not  included  because  at  the  time  the  focus  groups  were 
held,  the  scorecard  was  focused  on  civic  commercial.  Lately,  there  is  acceptance  among  professionals 
who  had  been  contacted  previously  and  had  indicated  they  did  not  want  to  see  higher  maintenance 
around  food  crops.  There  is  more  interest  now  as  people  are  seeing  the  benefit  of  planting  edibles  that 
would  be  incorporated.  Ms.  Eade  explained  that  points  are  given  for  using  mulch  and  that  more  points 
are  given  for  recycled  mulch  that  comes  from  an  urban  source  or  terra  cotta.  There  is  preference  given 
to  organic  mulch  because  it  helps  feed  the  soil;  however,  there  are  places  around  stormwater  where 
inorganic  mulch  is  better.  Points  are  given  for  conserving  greenspace,  and  additional  points  could  be 
added  for  other  types  of  habitat. 

Ms.  Raphael  discussed  how  the  Bay  Friendly  program  would  interact  with  San  Francisco  Environment's 
IPM  efforts.  She  stated  that  the  program  calls  out  IPM  and  Organic  Materials  Review  Institute  (OMRI) 
standards  and  inquired  whether  supporting  documents  were  available  to  explain  what  a  sufficient  IPM 
standard  would  be.  Ms.  Eade  reported  that  points  are  added  for  using  IPM  practices  and  additional 
points  are  allocated  for  organically  managing  pests.  She  stated  that  San  Francisco's  guidelines  had 
been  consulted  in  defining  IPM  standards,  and  that  San  Francisco  is  thought  of  as  a  leader  in  this 
effort. 

Commissioner  Wald  commended  the  effort  to  move  to  a  third-party  certification  rating  system.  She 
stated  that  she  would  be  interested  in  how  Bay  Friendly  compares  with  and  is  integrated  with  LEED. 
As  was  the  case  with  GreenPoint,  there  is  an  understanding  that  there  is  a  need  to  provide  an  easier 
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methodology  for  people,  but  at  the  same  time  not  discourage  people  that  may  be  more  aggressive  in 
their  efforts. 

Mr.  Ah  Harding,  Building  and  Landscaping  Systems  Manager  at  the  California  Academy  of  Sciences, 
discussed  LEED's  assessment  of  landscaping  practices  stating  that  there  are  minimal  points  allocated 
for  new  construction  and  operations  and  maintenance  that  the  California  Academy  of  Sciences  is 
seeking  at  this  time.  It  was  explained  that  LEED  does  not  detail  programs  that  are  important  to  the 
Academy  such  as  native  planting,  composting  on  site,  or  mulching.  Mr.  Harding  stated  that 
consideration  was  given  to  becoming  a  pilot  program  for  the  Sustainable  Sites  Initiative,  but  it  was 
decided  that  it  was  not  as  developed  as  Bay  Friendly  and  was  geared  more  towards  new  projects  and 
new  construction  rather  than  ongoing  operations  and  maintenance.  Since  the  Academy  had  completed 
their  new  construction  project  and  currently  in  the  operations  and  maintenance  phase,  Bay  Friendly 
was  selected  in  assisting  with  the  development  of  standards  and  best  practices  for  ongoing  landscaping 
and  maintenance  as  well  as  modifications  to  existing  landscape.  Mr.  Harding  explained  that  the 
Academy  would  be  doing  several  smaller  projects  in  order  to  restructure  their  gardens  and  are  working 
with  Bay  Friendly  standards.  The  Academy  is  also  interested  in  participating  as  a  training  site  for  Bay 
Friendly  and  other  sustainable  practices  and  has  a  classroom  and  other  facilities  available  for  this 
effort. 

Commissioner  Martin  inquired  whether  the  irrigation  system  established  at  the  Academy  would  be 
ongoing  and  asked  if  there  was  a  goal  to  wean  off  water  usage.  Mr.  Harding  reported  that  the  irrigation 
would  be  ongoing  due  to  selection  of  plants  from  the  pilot  study.  A  discussion  was  held  on  selection  of 
a  plant  "Prunella"  that  was  thought  to  be  drought  tolerant,  but  was  causing  problems  and  would  be 
removed  in  the  course  of  several  years,  decreasing  the  amount  of  water  that  would  be  required  for  the 
green  roof.  It  was  explained  that  the  strategy  is  not  to  look  toward  a  brown  roof,  but  to  replace  different 
areas  of  the  roof  with  plants  that  are  more  suited  for  a  rooftop  environment.  There  are  pilot  programs 
on  areas  of  the  roof  that  are  not  visible  to  the  public.  Water  usage  would  not  go  down  to  zero,  but  there 
is  a  sophisticated  water  system  in  place  and  non-potable  irrigation  water  from  the  Recreation  and  Parks 
Department  is  in  use. 

Ms.  Eade  reported  that  updates  are  made  to  the  documents  every  two  years,  and  there  would  be  an 
update  scheduled  in  the  next  fiscal  year.  She  thanked  the  Commissioners  for  their  feedback  and  stated 
that  she  would  report  information  back  to  the  Coalition  to  consider  when  guidelines  are  updated. 
Dr.  Geiger  would  provide  updates  to  the  Committee  when  documents  are  being  revised  so  formal 
recommendations  can  be  made.  All  documents  distributed  in  Committee  meeting  can  be  accessed  at 
the  StopWaste.org  website  http://stopwaste.org/home/index.asp?paqe=994. 

5.  San  Francisco  Department  of  the  Environment  Toxics  Reduction  Program  -  Update  on  Garment 
Cleaning  Project.  Sponsor:  Acting  Director  David  Assmann;  Staff  Speakers:  Sushma  Dhulipala, 
Commercial  Toxics  Reduction  Coordinator  (Informational  Report  and  Discussion) 

Ms.  Raphael  reported  that  the  Commission  at  their  November  24,  2009  meeting  approved  sending  a 
letter  to  the  head  of  the  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District  (BAAQMD)  asking  for  (1 )  the  support 
of  their  agency  in  partnering  with  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  the  Environment  to  promote  safer 
garment  cleaning  technologies,  e.g.  wet  cleaning,  and  (2)  requesting  that  the  BAAQMD  Board  adopt 
regulations  that  accelerate  the  phase  out  of  the  most  toxic  dry  cleaning  solvent,  perchloroethylene 
("perc").  Ms.  Raphael  announced  that  based  on  receipt  of  the  Commission's  letter  and  participation  of 
Supervisor  Mar,  the  BAAQMD  notified  the  Department  of  the  Environment  that  they  would  give  $20,000 
in  matching  funds  for  a  grant  program. 
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Ms.  Dhulipala  reported  that  in  November  2009,  a  discussion  was  held  with  the  Policy  Committee  about 
(1)  new  legislation  introduced  by  the  California  Air  Resources  Board,  (2)  alternatives  to  dry  cleaners 
use  of  perc,  and  (3)  outreach  efforts  to  move  the  dry  cleaning  industry  to  eco-friendly  technology  or  wet 
cleaning.  In  the  last  two  months,  an  outreach  contractor,  Community  Outreach  Group,  was  hired  to 
train  staff  who  speak  in  Korean  and  Cantonese  to  do  door-to-door  outreach  to  dry  cleaners.  In  the  last 
two  months,  all  cleaners  that  are  still  using  perc  were  contacted  either  by  telephone  or  through  door-to- 
door  visits  to  discuss  wet  cleaning.  Thirty-three  of  the  54  cleaners  in  San  Francisco  allowed 
discussions  and  were  willing  to  consider  wet  cleaning  (Explanatory  Document:  map  of  cleaners 
considering  wet  cleaning).  Information  is  available  on  contacts  made  with  all  54  cleaners. 

Ms.  Dhulipala  reported  that  three  wet  cleaning  demonstration  programs  were  sponsored  in  the  last  two 
months  in  San  Mateo,  San  Jose  and  Petaluma.  One  large  press  event  was  held  in  December  that  was 
organized  with  the  help  of  the  outreach  contractor  and  was  primarily  targeted  to  Chinese  and  Korean 
speaking  communities.  Media  coverage  included — (1)  Press  Release  "Assessor  Recorder  urges  City 
Dry  Cleaners  to  embrace  new  Green  Technology";  (2)  City  Insider  Chronicle  online  article  about  the 
press  release  and  blog  about  wet  cleaning;  (3)  World  Journal;  (4)  Sing  Tao;  and  (5)  two  television 
stations  KTSF  and  New  Tang  Dynasty.  Ms.  Dhulipala  reported  that  all  media  coverage  was  positive 
with  the  exception  of  Sing  Tao.  (Explanatory  Documents:  Articles  and  Press  Release.) 

Ms.  Dhulipala  reported  that  the  Department's  grant  program  had  been  launched  within  the  last  two 
months.  The  program  provides  a  rebate  of  $5000  to  each  of  four  cleaners  to  convert  from  perc  to  wet 
cleaning,  and  three  applications  had  been  received  to  date.  She  stated  that  several  of  the  cleaners 
have  decided  and  purchased  their  equipment;  however,  there  are  nineteen  cleaners  that  are  undecided 
about  which  technology  to  switch  to  and  efforts  are  being  focused  to  outreach  to  them  (Explanatory 
Document:  List  of  undecided  cleaners  and  cleaners  who  have  to  switch  their  machine  by  the  end  of 
June). 

Ms.  Dhulipala  stated  that  Department  of  the  Environment  staff  are  working  with  the  two  wet  cleaners  in 
San  Francisco  on  their  green  business  recognition.  As  a  part  of  the  recognition  process,  staff  has  met 
with  the  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission  to  sample  the  chemical  output  from  the  detergent 
used  in  the  cleaner  who  has  a  machine  on  site.  Sampling  will  be  done  next  month,  and  a  report  will  be 
provided  with  additional  data.  There  are  two  wet  cleaners  in  San  Francisco-one  is  a  drop  site  that  has 
their  wet  cleaning  machine  located  in  Sausalito,  and  the  other  has  an  on-site  machine.  Ms.  Dhulipala 
provided  an  article  that  was  written  (explanatory  document)  to  help  spread  the  word  and  encourage 
cleaners  to  switch.  Commissioners  were  asked  for  their  recommendations  for  outreach  to  these 
nineteen  cleaners.  Commissioner  Wald  recommended  organizing  outreach  through  neighborhood 
groups  who  could  designate  people  to  personally  talk  to  their  cleaners  about  the  benefits. 

Ms.  Dhulipala  stated  that  future  plans  include  (1 )  a  presence  at  the  Air  District  hearing;  (2)  to  focus  on 
the  19  cleaners  that  are  unsure  of  which  technology  to  switch  to  (Explanatory  Document:  map  and 
chart  of  nineteen  cleaners);  and  (3)  to  work  with  distributors  and  manufacturers  of  eco-friendly  wet 
cleaning  equipment  to  get  the  word  out  on  the  rebate  program. 

Commissioners,  Acting  Director  Assmann,  Ms.  Raphael  and  Ms.  Dhulipala  discussed  alternatives  to  dry 
cleaners  use  of  hangers  and  plastic  film.  Commissioner  Wald  stated  that  dry  cleaners  often  times  take 
the  hangers  back,  but  she  is  unsure  whether  they  use  them.  Ms.  Dhulipala  stated  that  there  was  a 
research  project  on  which  type  of  hangers  were  the  best  (cardboard,  metal,  plastic),  and  it  was 
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determined  that  metals  would  be  the  most  easily  recyclable.  A  recommendation  was  made  to  ask  the 
Pacific  Heights  Cleaners  to  use  hangers  that  Saxs  Fifth  Avenue  disposes  of. 
Dry  cleaners  package  clean  garments  in  plastic  film.  Not  using  plastic  films  is  not  a  desirable  option 
because  of  the  expense  associated  with  providing  reusable  bags.  There  is  a  company  that  accepts 
recycled  plastic  film  which  would  be  investigated.  Commissioner  Wald  stated  that  an  option  could  be 
for  people  to  state  that  they  don't  want  the  plastic  film  and  possibly  receive  a  small  compensation,  since 
the  cleaners  have  to  pay  for  the  film.  Another  option  would  be  to  buy  a  garment  bag  from  the  cleaner. 
Commissioner  Martin  recommended  that  cleaners  provide  their  own  bags  to  transport  cleaning  back 
and  forth.  Ms.  Dhuilipala  stated  that  the  Pacific  Heights  Cleaners  that  does  not  have  a  machine  on  site 
is  selling  reusable  garment  bags  that  can  also  be  used  as  laundry  bags.  However,  he  has  reported  that 
few  customers  actually  purchase  the  bags  and/or  they  don't  bring  them  back. 

Commissioner  Wald  recommended  that  a  wet  cleaning  machine  could  be  located  in  San  Francisco  for 
all  wet  cleaners  to  use.  Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  she  had  a  discussion  with  Ms.  Kass  of  the  BC3 
program  regarding  placing  a  commercial  wet  cleaning  operation  in  an  eco-industrial  park  that  the  City 
could  use  to  clean  uniforms,  hotel  laundry,  etc.  and  green  jobs  that  would  result. 

6.  Urban  Environmental  Accords: 

(a)  Website  Update  on  Accords  Status.  Sponsor:  Chair  Wald;  Speakers:  Jennifer  Kass, 
Sustainability  Project/BC3  and  Lawrence  Grodeska,  Communications  Specialist  (5  minutes) 
(Informational  Presentation  and  Discussion)  Website  link: 
http://www.sfenvironment.org/our  policies/overview.html?ssi=1 5 

Ms.  Kass  presented  on  the  Accords  website  that  is  located  in  the  Department  of  the  Environment's 
website  listed  in  the  Policies  tab.  A  discussion  was  held  on  website  content  which  includes  the  Urban 
Environmental  Accords,  Accord  Frequently  Asked  Questions  (FAQ's),  a  list  of  cities  that  signed  on  to 
participate,  and  signatory  city  sign-on  form.  Ms.  Kass  demonstrated  how  the  website  works  and 
discussed  its  content  which  displays  information  about  San  Francisco's  progress  on  the  accords  since 
its  adoption  in  June  2005.  Website  content  includes  the  list  of  the  twenty-one  accord  actions,  a  tutorial, 
accord  vision,  a  legend  which  indicates  the  current  status  of  work  on  the  accord  (whether  complete,  in 
progress,  etc.),  links  to  policies,  legislation,  background,  scorecard,  and  videos. 

Acting  Director  Assmann  reported  that  the  website  also  serves  as  a  recruiting  mechanism  for 
influencing  more  cities  to  sign  on  to  the  accords.  Cities  that  meet  all  of  the  criteria  and  sign  on  to  adopt 
the  accords  are  eligible  for  membership  to  Green  Cities  California.  Both  the  city  of  Hayward  and 
Richmond  are  now  applying  for  membership  in  Green  Cities  California.  Mr.  Grodeska  stated  that  the 
Accords  website  will  have  the  capability  in  the  next  six  months  of  providing  statistics  on  how  many 
people  have  visited  the  site  and  will  also  start  tracking  the  number  of  times  each  accord  topic  was 
accessed. 

Commissioner  Martin  inquired  about  the  mechanism  for  feedback.  Ms.  Kass  reported  that  feedback  is 
tracked  through  email  received  on  the  Department  of  the  Environment  site.  She  reported  that  there 
would  be  a  number  of  updates  made  to  the  site  to  include  new  activity.  Commissioner  Wald 
commended  the  website  and  stated  that  it  is  a  mechanism  for  encouraging  people  to  think  about  the 
accords  and  help  them  achieve  goals.  She  stated  that  new  actions  should  be  thought  about  after  the 
current  accords  are  complete.  Acting  Director  Assmann  reported  that  Korea  has  a  strong  interest  and 
is  having  a  conference  on  the  accords.  He  stated  that  the  Accords  were  signed  in  2005  with  a  2012 
deadline,  so  the  cities  that  are  signing  on  now  are  asking  if  they  have  to  complete  them  by  2012.  It  was 
stated  that  additional  signers  should  have  seven  years  to  complete  the  goals  as  well.  Commissioner 
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Martin  indicated  that  it  would  be  easier  for  cities  currently  signing  on  because  they  have  a  precedence 
set  and  more  information  available  to  work  with. 

(b)  Adoption  of  Urban  Environmental  Accords  for  Calendar  Year  2010  for  recommendation  to 
the  Commission  on  the  Environment.  (Explanatory  Document:  Urban  Environmental  Accords  Status 

as  Of  January  201  0  https://sites. qooqlexom/a/sfenvironm ent.org/commission/policv-committee/201 0-meetinqs/201 0-01-25- 
rescheduled-amended/UrbanAccordsStatus2009.pdf?attredirects=0&d=l)  Sponsor:  Chair  Wald;  Speakers:  David 

Assmann,  Acting  Director  and  Jennifer  Kass,  Sustainability  Project/BC3  (5  minutes)  (Discussion  and 
Action) 

Acting  Director  Assmann  reported  that  the  Urban  Environmental  Accords  Status  document  is  a 
summary  of  the  accords,  when  they  were  adopted,  and  their  current  status.  He  explained  that  all 
Accords  that  the  Department  may  have  influence  or  responsibility  for  have  been  adopted.  Some  of  the 
accords  that  were  adopted  could  be  considered  complete,  but  more  work  can  be  done.  Others  may 
never  be  complete;  e.g.,  if  you  have  established  a  policy  to  achieve  zero  waste  to  landfills,  it  is  a  policy, 
but  the  actual  implementation  will  continue  for  years. 

Commissioner  Wald  recommended  more  work  on  the  action  items  shown  in  green  on  the  status 
document  (Actions  8  Urban  Design  and  12  Urban  Nature).  Acting  Director  Assmann  suggested  that  the 
Planning  Department  present  on  future  activities  in  these  areas.  Commissioner  Martin  requested  that 
the  Planning  Department  provide  an  update  on  the  Urban  Forest  Plan.  Commissioner  Gravanis 
suggested  that  an  update  be  provided  on  the  Open  Space  and  Recreation  Element  which  the 
Committee  provided  input  into.  She  inquired  whether  passing  legislation  and  developing  policies  for 
Actions  8  and  12  would  be  of  assistance.  She  stated  that  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act 
(CEQA)  doesn't  belong  in  the  Accord  Action  because  its  level  of  protection  to  habitat  other  than  for 
endangered  species  is  minimal.  The  Commission  did  endorse  the  Marine  Protection  Act,  which  is 
related  to  protecting  critical  habitat  and  should  be  added  as  an  accomplishment,  and  will  be  working  to 
incorporate  Bay  Friendly,  which  will  include  water  features. 

Commissioner  Wald  recommended  working  on  future  steps  to  take  on  Accord  goals  and  determining 
what  can  be  done  to  help  complete  the  incomplete  actions  on  a  priority  basis.  She  suggested  a 
discussion  on  whether  the  Commission  and  City  would  want  to  adopt  more  aggressive  goals  on 
accords  as  post-accord  goals.  These  goals  could  also  be  added  to  the  website  for  other  jurisdictions  to 
reference.  She  also  recommended  referencing  the  Strategic  Plan  as  a  way  of  working  on  future  Accord 
Actions.  Acting  Director  Assmann  reported  that  more  aggressive  goals  have  been  established  for 
Accords  that  have  been  achieved  and  for  ones  not  achieved,  e.g,  Accord  Action  15,  Transportation, 
reducing  single  occupancy  vehicle  trips,  which  has  not  been  reduced  by  10%. 

Commissioner  Martin  recommended  that  there  be  a  mechanism  for  checking  on  City  Hall  events  that 
make  single-serve  water  bottles  available.  Acting  Director  Assmann  reported  that  there  are  City  Hall 
events  that  are  held  by  outside  organizations.  Commissioner  Gravanis  recommended  a  requirement 
that  City  Hall  events  include  a  commitment  not  to  include  single-serve  water  bottles.  Commissioner 
Wald  recommended  more  emphasis  on  the  City  Hall  recycling  program,  which  has  improved  but  needs 
more  attention.  Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  many  of  the  Accords  may  require  ongoing  work,  such 
as  Accord  Action  16,  Environmental  Health.  Ms.  Kass  requested  Commissioner's  input  on  how  to 
move  items  that  are  outside  the  Department's  jurisdiction  forward  or  to  provide  any  additional  updates 
the  Commissioners  may  be  aware  of. 
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Item  9  was  reverted  to  at  this  time.  Commissioner  Wald  left  the  meeting  after  discussion  on  Future 
Agenda  Items  and  before  continuation  of  Item  6.  Agenda  Item  6  was  discussed  again  at  this  time. 

This  agenda  item  was  continued  to  the  Call  of  the  Chair.  Work  would  continue  on  Accord  Actions  until 
they  are  complete  and  would  be  used  as  a  framework  for  continued  priority  setting. 

7.  Director's  Updates.  Speaker:  David  Assmann,  Acting  Director  (Informational  Report  and  Discussion) 
Acting  Director  Assmann  reported  that  Director's  updates  would  be  presented  at  the  Commission 
meeting  on  January  26,  2010. 

8.  Announcements.  (Discussion)  Commissioner  Martin  reported  on  her  conversation  with  the  Chief 
Building  Inspector  about  firefighter  safety  and  solar  panels,  and  he  confirmed  that  a  conversation  was 
being  held  internally  to  address  education  on  this  issue. 

9.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Discussion)  Commissioner  Wald  reported  that  the  Hunters 
Point  Shipyard  Candlestick  Point  item  is  scheduled  for  the  February  Policy  Committee  meeting.  Ms. 
Fish  reported  that  the  potential  meeting  date  would  be  February  22.  The  March  agenda  would  include 
review  of  responses  to  the  questionnaire  sent  to  environmental  organizations  and  a  discussion  on 
green  building  for  existing  buildings.  Additional  topics  requested  included  (1)  pharmaceuticals  update 
(April);  (2)  Strategic  Plan;  (3)  consolidating  the  Future  Agenda  Checklist  to  maintain  a  separate 
historical  document  and  preparing  a  separate  list  for  active  items  to  reference  at  meetings;  (4)  Planning 
Department  update  on  the  Urban  Forest  Plan.  Acting  Director  Assmann  reported  on  the  current  budget 
situation  and  lack  of  resources  available  for  the  urban  forestry  program.  A  discussion  was  held  on 
Commissioners  contacting  Planning  Department  staff  on  the  current  status  and  discussion  of  a  cost 
benefit  analysis  of  the  Department  of  Public  Works  or  another  entity  taking  over  jurisdiction  of  trees;  (5) 
Treasure  Island  Environmental  Impact  Report  (April  or  May);  (6)  Planning  Department  staff  memo 
providing  an  update  on  the  Recreation  and  Open  Space  Element;  and  (7)  Wastewater  Master  Plan — 
Public  Utilities  Commission  and  SWAle  update  (April). 

10.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  Mr.  Bruce  Callander  commended  the 
Commission's  work  and  volunteered  his  assistance  on  environmental  programs.  He  discussed  the 
unavailability  of  biodegradable  car  wash  soap  and  indicated  he  would  research  balloon  releases  at  the 
Giants  games.  In  addition,  Mr.  Callander  offered  his  assistance  in  educating  the  Boys  and  Girls  Club 
members  on  environmental  programs.  Acting  Director  Assmann  discussed  the  Department's  programs 
that  Mr.  Callander  could  be  involved  in  and  offered  to  have  the  Department's  volunteer  coordinator 
contact  him  about  volunteer  opportunities. 

11.  Adjournment.  The  Policy  Committee  meeting  adjourned  at  7:12  p.m. 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1 )  the  Commission's  office,  1 1  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco, 
California  between  the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Committee  meeting  website 

https://sites.google.eom/a/sfenvironment.org/commission/policy-committee  with  each  agenda,  or  (3)  upon  request  to  the 
Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone  number  415-355-3709  or  via  e-mail  at  Monica. Fish@sfgov. org. 
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The  Monday,  January  11,  2010,  5:00  p.m.  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  meeting 
was  rescheduled  to  Monday,  January  25,  2010  at  5:00  p.m.,  City  Hall,  Room  421. 

COMMITTEE  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Johanna  Wald  (Chair),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice-Chair),  Jane 
MarieFrancis  Martin 


1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call.  The  Policy  Committee  meeting  convened  at  5:05  p.m.  Present:  Chair 
Wald,  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  and  Commissioner  Martin.  Acting  Director  David  Assmann,  Commission 
Secretary  Monica  Fish,  and  agenda  topic  presenters  were  in  attendance  for  this  meeting. 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  December  14,  2009  Policy  Committee  Regular  Meeting.  (Discussion 
and  Action)  Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Gravanis  and  second  by  Commissioner  Wald,  the 
December  14,  2009  Meeting  Minutes  were  approved  without  objection  (AYES:  Commissioners  Wald, 
Gravanis,  and  Martin)  (Explanatory  Document:  December  14,  2009  Approved  Minutes) 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

4.  Presentation  on  Bay  Friendly  Landscaping  Guidelines  and  their  Future  Applicability  to  San 
Francisco.  Sponsor:  David  Assmann,  Acting  Director;  Staff  Presenter:  Chris  Geiger,  Ph.D.,  City 
Toxics  Reduction  Coordinator  and  Teresa  Eade,  StopWaste  (30  minutes)  (Explanatory  Document: 
Presentation  on  Bay  Friendly  Landscaping  Guidelines)  (Informational  Presentation  and  Discussion) 

Dr.  Geiger  reported  that  there  had  been  a  re-visioning  of  the  Integrated  Pest  Management  (IPM) 
program  last  fall,  and  Bay  Friendly  landscaping  certifications  were  of  a  particular  interest.  It  was 
announced  that  the  Bay  Friendly  Landscaping  Conference  is  scheduled  for  September,  and  there  is  an 
opportunity  for  it  to  be  held  in  San  Francisco.  Ms.  Debbie  Raphael,  Toxics  Reduction  Program 
Manager,  Ms.  Teresa  Eade,  Senior  Program  Manager  with  Bay  Friendly,  StopWaste.org,  and  Mr.  Ari 


ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 


Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  Meeting 
January  25,  2010  Approved  Meeting  Minutes 
Page  2 

Harding,  Building  Systems  Manager,  California  Academy  of  Sciences  were  introduced  and  were  in 
attendance  for  this  meeting. 

Reference  presentation  for  additional  information — 

Dr.  Geiger  stated  that  he  is  a  member  of  the  Bay  Friendly  Coalition  Board,  which  is  the-non  profit  that 
has  recently  been  established  to  help  expand  Bay  Friendly  beyond  Alameda  County.  He  explained  that 
Bay  Friendly  Landscaping  and  Gardening  is  a  branded  program  of  StopWaste.Org  that  promotes 
sustainable  landscaping  practices.  It  is  a  whole  systems  approach  to  design,  construction  and 
maintenance  of  the  landscape  that  is  based  on  seven  principles  of  bay  friendly  landscaping  (slides  3-4). 
The  program  helps  support  compliance  with  other  federal,  state,  and  local  environmental  initiatives 
(slide  5).  There  are  many  environmental  benefits  of  bay  friendly  landscaping  (slide  6),  and  greenhouse 
gas  reductions  have  been  estimated  per  acre  of  Bay  Friendly  landscaping  (slide  7). 

The  Bay  Friendly  program  has  published  landscape  guidelines  that  can  be  found  on  their  website  that 
includes  (slide  8):  (1)  Standards — Bay  Friendly  Landscaping  Guidelines:  Sustainable  Practices  for  the 

Landscape  Professional  (PDF)  http://www.stopwaste.org/docs/bav-friendlv  landscape  guidelines  -  all  chapters.pdf  and 

Bay-Friendly  Civic  and  Commercial  Landscape  Scorecard  (PDF) 

http://www.stopwaste.org/home/index.asp?page^779;  (2)  Training-existing  training  program  for  landscape 
professionals  for  both  City  and  private  landscapers  (see  list  of  "Bay  Friendly  Qualified  Landscape 

Professionals"  http://www.stopwaste.org/hom e/index.asp?page=1 041 ) 

(3)  Raters-program  is  under  development  to  train  raters,  who  are  third-party  professionals  that  rate 
new  landscapes  as  Bay  Friendly;  (4)  Model  Policies  for  civic  and  private  sector;  and  (5)  Regional 
Implementation-through  the  Bay  Friendly  coalition. 

The  Bay  Friendly  Landscaping  program  includes  a  description  of  principles  (  Bay  Friendly  Landscape 
Guidelines:  Sustainable  Practices  for  the  Landscape  Professional  (PDF)  http://www.stopwaste.org/docs/bav- 

friendly  landscape  guidelines  -  all  chapters.pdf),  and  detailed  SCOrecardS  http://www.stopwaste.org/home/index.asp?page=779 

with  a  supporting  reference  manual  for  rating  landscapes  ( http://stopwaste.org/docs/bfi  cc  rating  manual  finai.pdf) . 
Bay  Friendly  also  provides  resources  for  home  gardeners  and  consumers  (slide  12),  and 
trainings/certifications  for  professional  landscapers  and  landscape  designers.  The  Bay  Friendly 
Coalition  has  been  formed  to  expand  regionally  and  a  list  of  participants  was  provided  (slides  13-14). 

Dr.  Geiger  reported  that  all  cities  in  Alameda  County  have  adopted  civic  Green  Building  policies,  and 
nine  member  agencies  of  seventeen  have  adopted  civic  Bay-Friendly  policies  (slide  15).  Future  plans 
include  a  2010  Bay  Friendly  Landscaping  Conference  in  September  2010,  researching  future  policies 
and  ordinances  for  city  landscaping  projects,  and  to  possibly  integrate  with  San  Francisco 
Environment's  IPM  Program.  Additional  possibilities  would  be  discussed  once  training  programs  are 
implemented  in  San  Francisco. 

Ms.  Eade  discussed  Bay  Friendly  projects  that  include  the  Pleasanton  Fire  Station  (a  Leadership  in 
Energy  and  Environmental  Design  (LEED)  Gold  and  Green  Building  grant  recipient);  Albany  Street 
median;  Sara  Connor  Affordable  Housing  Project  in  Hayward;  and  the  Emeryville  Bay  Street  Plaza 
(slides  16,  18,  19,  and  21).  Additional  information  and  publications  can  be  found  at  websites 
www.BayFriendly.org  and  www.bayfriendlycoalition.org. 

Commissioners  were  asked  for  their  ideas  for  sponsors,  key  note  speakers,  conference  locations,  and 
exhibitors  for  the  upcoming  conference  in  September.  Commissioners  provided  the  following 
comments: 
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Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  she  was  in  support  of  the  Bay  Friendly  program  and  provided  the 
following  comments  and  recommendations  (1)  supports  Bay  Friendly's  "critter  friendly"  approach  that 
she  believes  that  LEED  does  not  address  sufficiently;  (2)  noted  that  Bay  Friendly's  materials  said  that 
hummingbird  feeders  change  the  natural  course  of  bird  migration,  which  she  felt  would  not  be  a  good 
thing;  (3)  recommended  that  more  biologists,  botanists,  ecologists,  and  avian  biologists  be  consulted; 
(4)  cited  that  standard  gardening  practices  such  as  mulching  may  not  always  be  the  best  selection  for 
all  critters;  (5)  select  plants  or  tree  canopy  suitable  for  location  conditions;  (6)  consider  additional 
programs  to  orient  people  who  want  to  do  more  for  ecological  restoration  and  not  just  traditional 
gardening;  (7)  replace  the  reference  to  the  term  "drought  tolerant"  with  "climate  adapted";  (8)  the 
reference  to  "choose  native  spurs  species"  for  additional  points  for  selection  of  a  California  native  is  not 
an  eco-system  approach  because  California  is  a  big  place;  and  (9)  wildlife  should  be  considered  in  a 
stronger  way. 

Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  she  was  in  support  of  the  Bay  Friendly  program  and  provided  the 
following  comments  and  recommendations  (1)  provide  reference  to  the  specific  urban  challenges  and 
conditions  that  San  Francisco  has  in  addition  to  its  microclimates,  which  may  be  significantly  different 
from  other  parts  of  the  Bay  Area;  (2)  consider  storm  water  diversion  with  preference  to  evergreen 
versus  deciduous  trees  and  how  that  would  be  important  in  San  Francisco;  (3)  consider  understory 
planting  and  minimizing  lawns;  (4)  not  install  irrigation,  minimize  irrigation,  and  not  use  whenever 
possible;  (5)  adding  points  for  planting  during  the  rainy  season  to  take  advantage  of  natural  irrigation 
(water  conservation);  (6)  adding  points  for  planting  edibles;  (7)  saving  existing  plants;  (8)  points  for 
inorganic  mulching;  and  (9)  cited  the  reference  to  preservation  of  80%  of  the  mature  existing  healthy 
trees  but  no  acknowledgement  to  saving  grasslands  or  other  native  landscapes,  especially  in  San 
Francisco  that  does  not  have  a  lot  of  native  trees. 

Ms.  Eade  stated  that  points  are  given  for  identifying  plants,  trees,  and  shrubs  that  should  be  protected. 
It  was  stated  that  a  reference  to  edibles  was  not  included  because  at  the  time  the  focus  groups  were 
held,  the  scorecard  was  focused  on  civic  commercial.  Lately,  there  is  acceptance  among  professionals 
who  had  been  contacted  previously  and  had  indicated  they  did  not  want  to  see  higher  maintenance 
around  food  crops.  There  is  more  interest  now  as  people  are  seeing  the  benefit  of  planting  edibles  that 
would  be  incorporated.  Ms.  Eade  explained  that  points  are  given  for  using  mulch  and  that  more  points 
are  given  for  recycled  mulch  that  comes  from  an  urban  source  or  terra  cotta.  There  is  preference  given 
to  organic  mulch  because  it  helps  feed  the  soil;  however,  there  are  places  around  stormwater  where 
inorganic  mulch  is  better.  Points  are  given  for  conserving  greenspace,  and  additional  points  could  be 
added  for  other  types  of  habitat. 

Ms.  Raphael  discussed  how  the  Bay  Friendly  program  would  interact  with  San  Francisco  Environment's 
IPM  efforts.  She  stated  that  the  program  calls  out  IPM  and  Organic  Materials  Review  Institute  (OMRI) 
standards  and  inquired  whether  supporting  documents  were  available  to  explain  what  a  sufficient  IPM 
standard  would  be.  Ms.  Eade  reported  that  points  are  added  for  using  IPM  practices  and  additional 
points  are  allocated  for  organically  managing  pests.  She  stated  that  San  Francisco's  guidelines  had 
been  consulted  in  defining  IPM  standards,  and  that  San  Francisco  is  thought  of  as  a  leader  in  this 
effort. 

Commissioner  Wald  commended  the  effort  to  move  to  a  third-party  certification  rating  system.  She 
stated  that  she  would  be  interested  in  how  Bay  Friendly  compares  with  and  is  integrated  with  LEED. 
As  was  the  case  with  GreenPoint,  there  is  an  understanding  that  there  is  a  need  to  provide  an  easier 
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methodology  for  people,  but  at  the  same  time  not  discourage  people  that  may  be  more  aggressive  in 
their  efforts. 

Mr.  Ari  Harding,  Building  and  Landscaping  Systems  Manager  at  the  California  Academy  of  Sciences, 
discussed  LEED's  assessment  of  landscaping  practices  stating  that  there  are  minimal  points  allocated 
for  new  construction  and  operations  and  maintenance  that  the  California  Academy  of  Sciences  is 
seeking  at  this  time.  It  was  explained  that  LEED  does  not  detail  programs  that  are  important  to  the 
Academy  such  as  native  planting,  composting  on  site,  or  mulching.  Mr.  Harding  stated  that 
consideration  was  given  to  becoming  a  pilot  program  for  the  Sustainable  Sites  Initiative,  but  it  was 
decided  that  it  was  not  as  developed  as  Bay  Friendly  and  was  geared  more  towards  new  projects  and 
new  construction  rather  than  ongoing  operations  and  maintenance.  Since  the  Academy  had  completed 
their  new  construction  project  and  currently  in  the  operations  and  maintenance  phase,  Bay  Friendly 
was  selected  in  assisting  with  the  development  of  standards  and  best  practices  for  ongoing  landscaping 
and  maintenance  as  well  as  modifications  to  existing  landscape.  Mr.  Harding  explained  that  the 
Academy  would  be  doing  several  smaller  projects  in  order  to  restructure  their  gardens  and  are  working 
with  Bay  Friendly  standards.  The  Academy  is  also  interested  in  participating  as  a  training  site  for  Bay 
Friendly  and  other  sustainable  practices  and  has  a  classroom  and  other  facilities  available  for  this 
effort. 

Commissioner  Martin  inquired  whether  the  irrigation  system  established  at  the  Academy  would  be 
ongoing  and  asked  if  there  was  a  goal  to  wean  off  water  usage.  Mr.  Harding  reported  that  the  irrigation 
would  be  ongoing  due  to  selection  of  plants  from  the  pilot  study.  A  discussion  was  held  on  selection  of 
a  plant  "Prunella"  that  was  thought  to  be  drought  tolerant,  but  was  causing  problems  and  would  be 
removed  in  the  course  of  several  years,  decreasing  the  amount  of  water  that  would  be  required  for  the 
green  roof.  It  was  explained  that  the  strategy  is  not  to  look  toward  a  brown  roof,  but  to  replace  different 
areas  of  the  roof  with  plants  that  are  more  suited  for  a  rooftop  environment.  There  are  pilot  programs 
on  areas  of  the  roof  that  are  not  visible  to  the  public.  Water  usage  would  not  go  down  to  zero,  but  there 
is  a  sophisticated  water  system  in  place  and  non-potable  irrigation  water  from  the  Recreation  and  Parks 
Department  is  in  use. 

Ms.  Eade  reported  that  updates  are  made  to  the  documents  every  two  years,  and  there  would  be  an 
update  scheduled  in  the  next  fiscal  year.  She  thanked  the  Commissioners  for  their  feedback  and  stated 
that  she  would  report  information  back  to  the  Coalition  to  consider  when  guidelines  are  updated. 
Dr.  Geiger  would  provide  updates  to  the  Committee  when  documents  are  being  revised  so  formal 
recommendations  can  be  made.  All  documents  distributed  in  Committee  meeting  can  be  accessed  at 
the  StopWaste.org  website  http://stopwaste.orq/home/index.asp?paqe=994. 

5.  San  Francisco  Department  of  the  Environment  Toxics  Reduction  Program  -  Update  on  Garment 
Cleaning  Project.  Sponsor:  Acting  Director  David  Assmann;  Staff  Speakers:  Sushma  Dhulipala, 
Commercial  Toxics  Reduction  Coordinator  (Informational  Report  and  Discussion) 

Ms.  Raphael  reported  that  the  Commission  at  their  November  24,  2009  meeting  approved  sending  a 
letter  to  the  head  of  the  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District  (BAAQMD)  asking  for  (1 )  the  support 
of  their  agency  in  partnering  with  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  the  Environment  to  promote  safer 
garment  cleaning  technologies,  e.g.  wet  cleaning,  and  (2)  requesting  that  the  BAAQMD  Board  adopt 
regulations  that  accelerate  the  phase  out  of  the  most  toxic  dry  cleaning  solvent,  perchloroethylene 
("perc").  Ms.  Raphael  announced  that  based  on  receipt  of  the  Commission's  letter  and  participation  of 
Supervisor  Mar,  the  BAAQMD  notified  the  Department  of  the  Environment  that  they  would  give  $20,000 
in  matching  funds  for  a  grant  program. 
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Ms.  Dhulipala  reported  that  in  November  2009,  a  discussion  was  held  with  the  Policy  Committee  about 
(1)  new  legislation  introduced  by  the  California  Air  Resources  Board,  (2)  alternatives  to  dry  cleaners 
use  of  perc,  and  (3)  outreach  efforts  to  move  the  dry  cleaning  industry  to  eco-friendly  technology  or  wet 
cleaning.  In  the  last  two  months,  an  outreach  contractor,  Community  Outreach  Group,  was  hired  to 
train  staff  who  speak  in  Korean  and  Cantonese  to  do  door-to-door  outreach  to  dry  cleaners.  In  the  last 
two  months,  all  cleaners  that  are  still  using  perc  were  contacted  either  by  telephone  or  through  door-to- 
door  visits  to  discuss  wet  cleaning.  Thirty-three  of  the  54  cleaners  in  San  Francisco  allowed 
discussions  and  were  willing  to  consider  wet  cleaning  (Explanatory  Document:  map  of  cleaners 
considering  wet  cleaning).  Information  is  available  on  contacts  made  with  all  54  cleaners. 

Ms.  Dhulipala  reported  that  three  wet  cleaning  demonstration  programs  were  sponsored  in  the  last  two 
months  in  San  Mateo,  San  Jose  and  Petaluma.  One  large  press  event  was  held  in  December  that  was 
organized  with  the  help  of  the  outreach  contractor  and  was  primarily  targeted  to  Chinese  and  Korean 
speaking  communities.  Media  coverage  included — (1)  Press  Release  "Assessor  Recorder  urges  City 
Dry  Cleaners  to  embrace  new  Green  Technology";  (2)  City  Insider  Chronicle  online  article  about  the 
press  release  and  blog  about  wet  cleaning;  (3)  World  Journal;  (4)  Sing  Tao;  and  (5)  two  television 
stations  KTSF  and  New  Tang  Dynasty.  Ms.  Dhulipala  reported  that  all  media  coverage  was  positive 
with  the  exception  of  Sing  Tao.  (Explanatory  Documents:  Articles  and  Press  Release.) 

Ms.  Dhulipala  reported  that  the  Department's  grant  program  had  been  launched  within  the  last  two 
months.  The  program  provides  a  rebate  of  $5000  to  each  of  four  cleaners  to  convert  from  perc  to  wet 
cleaning,  and  three  applications  had  been  received  to  date.  She  stated  that  several  of  the  cleaners 
have  decided  and  purchased  their  equipment;  however,  there  are  nineteen  cleaners  that  are  undecided 
about  which  technology  to  switch  to  and  efforts  are  being  focused  to  outreach  to  them  (Explanatory 
Document:  List  of  undecided  cleaners  and  cleaners  who  have  to  switch  their  machine  by  the  end  of 
June). 

Ms.  Dhulipala  stated  that  Department  of  the  Environment  staff  are  working  with  the  two  wet  cleaners  in 
San  Francisco  on  their  green  business  recognition.  As  a  part  of  the  recognition  process,  staff  has  met 
with  the  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission  to  sample  the  chemical  output  from  the  detergent 
used  in  the  cleaner  who  has  a  machine  on  site.  Sampling  will  be  done  next  month,  and  a  report  will  be 
provided  with  additional  data.  There  are  two  wet  cleaners  in  San  Francisco-one  is  a  drop  site  that  has 
their  wet  cleaning  machine  located  in  Sausalito,  and  the  other  has  an  on-site  machine.  Ms.  Dhulipala 
provided  an  article  that  was  written  (explanatory  document)  to  help  spread  the  word  and  encourage 
cleaners  to  switch.  Commissioners  were  asked  for  their  recommendations  for  outreach  to  these 
nineteen  cleaners.  Commissioner  Wald  recommended  organizing  outreach  through  neighborhood 
groups  who  could  designate  people  to  personally  talk  to  their  cleaners  about  the  benefits. 

Ms.  Dhulipala  stated  that  future  plans  include  (1 )  a  presence  at  the  Air  District  hearing;  (2)  to  focus  on 
the  19  cleaners  that  are  unsure  of  which  technology  to  switch  to  (Explanatory  Document:  map  and 
chart  of  nineteen  cleaners);  and  (3)  to  work  with  distributors  and  manufacturers  of  eco-friendly  wet 
cleaning  equipment  to  get  the  word  out  on  the  rebate  program. 

Commissioners,  Acting  Director  Assmann,  Ms.  Raphael  and  Ms.  Dhulipala  discussed  alternatives  to  dry 
cleaners  use  of  hangers  and  plastic  film.  Commissioner  Wald  stated  that  dry  cleaners  often  times  take 
the  hangers  back,  but  she  is  unsure  whether  they  use  them.  Ms.  Dhulipala  stated  that  there  was  a 
research  project  on  which  type  of  hangers  were  the  best  (cardboard,  metal,  plastic),  and  it  was 
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determined  that  metals  would  be  the  most  easily  recyclable.  A  recommendation  was  made  to  ask  the 
Pacific  Heights  Cleaners  to  use  hangers  that  Saxs  Fifth  Avenue  disposes  of. 
Dry  cleaners  package  clean  garments  in  plastic  film.  Not  using  plastic  films  is  not  a  desirable  option 
because  of  the  expense  associated  with  providing  reusable  bags.  There  is  a  company  that  accepts 
recycled  plastic  film  which  would  be  investigated.  Commissioner  Wald  stated  that  an  option  could  be 
for  people  to  state  that  they  don't  want  the  plastic  film  and  possibly  receive  a  small  compensation,  since 
the  cleaners  have  to  pay  for  the  film.  Another  option  would  be  to  buy  a  garment  bag  from  the  cleaner. 
Commissioner  Martin  suggested  that  cleaners  provide  their  own  bags  to  transport  cleaning  back  and 
forth.  Ms.  Dhuilipala  stated  that  the  Pacific  Heights  Cleaners  that  does  not  have  a  machine  on  site  is 
selling  reusable  garment  bags  that  can  also  be  used  as  laundry  bags.  However,  he  has  reported  that 
few  customers  actually  purchase  the  bags  and/or  they  don't  bring  them  back. 

Commissioner  Wald  suggested  that  a  wet  cleaning  machine  could  be  located  in  San  Francisco  for  all 
wet  cleaners  to  use.  Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  she  had  a  discussion  with  Ms.  Kass  of  the  BC3  program 
regarding  placing  a  commercial  wet  cleaning  operation  in  an  eco-industrial  park  that  the  City  could  use 
to  clean  uniforms,  hotel  laundry,  etc.  and  green  jobs  that  would  result. 

6.  Urban  Environmental  Accords: 

(a)  Website  Update  on  Accords  Status.  Sponsor:  Chair  Wald;  Speakers:  Jennifer  Kass, 
Sustainability  Project/BC3  and  Lawrence  Grodeska,  Communications  Specialist  (5  minutes) 
(Informational  Presentation  and  Discussion)  Website  link: 
http://www.sfenvironment.org/our  policies/overview.html?ssi=1 5 

Ms.  Kass  presented  on  the  Accords  website  that  is  located  in  the  Department  of  the  Environment's 
website  listed  in  the  Policies  tab.  A  discussion  was  held  on  website  content  which  includes  the  Urban 
Environmental  Accords,  Accord  Frequently  Asked  Questions  (FAQ's),  a  list  of  cities  that  signed  on  to 
participate,  and  signatory  city  sign-on  form.  Ms.  Kass  demonstrated  how  the  website  works  and 
discussed  its  content  which  displays  information  about  San  Francisco's  progress  on  the  accords  since 
its  adoption  in  June  2005.  Website  content  includes  the  list  of  the  twenty-one  accord  actions,  a  tutorial, 
accord  vision,  a  legend  which  indicates  the  current  status  of  work  on  the  accord  (whether  complete,  in 
progress,  etc.),  links  to  policies,  legislation,  background,  scorecard,  and  videos. 

Acting  Director  Assmann  reported  that  the  website  also  serves  as  a  recruiting  mechanism  for 
influencing  more  cities  to  sign  on  to  the  accords.  Cities  that  meet  all  of  the  criteria  and  sign  on  to  adopt 
the  accords  are  eligible  for  membership  to  Green  Cities  California.  Both  the  city  of  Hayward  and 
Richmond  are  now  applying  for  membership  in  Green  Cities  California.  Mr.  Grodeska  stated  that  the 
Accords  website  will  have  the  capability  in  the  next  six  months  of  providing  statistics  on  how  many 
people  have  visited  the  site  and  will  also  start  tracking  the  number  of  times  each  accord  topic  was 
accessed. 

Commissioner  Martin  inquired  about  the  mechanism  for  feedback.  Ms.  Kass  reported  that  feedback  is 
tracked  through  email  received  on  the  Department  of  the  Environment  site.  She  reported  that  there 
would  be  a  number  of  updates  made  to  the  site  to  include  new  activity.  Commissioner  Wald 
commended  the  website  and  stated  that  it  is  a  mechanism  for  encouraging  people  to  think  about  the 
accords  and  help  them  achieve  goals.  She  stated  that  new  actions  should  be  thought  about  after  the 
current  accords  are  complete.  Acting  Director  Assmann  reported  that  Korea  has  a  strong  interest  and 
is  having  a  conference  on  the  accords.  He  stated  that  the  Accords  were  signed  in  2005  with  a  2012 
deadline,  so  the  cities  that  are  signing  on  now  are  asking  if  they  have  to  complete  them  by  2012.  It  was 
stated  that  additional  signers  should  have  seven  years  to  complete  the  goals  as  well.  Commissioner 
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Martin  indicated  that  it  would  be  easier  for  cities  currently  signing  on  because  they  have  a  precedence 
set  and  more  information  available  to  work  with. 

(b)  Adoption  of  Urban  Environmental  Accords  for  Calendar  Year  2010  for  recommendation  to 
the  Commission  on  the  Environment.  (Explanatory  Document:  Urban  Environmental  Accords  Status 

as  Of  January  201  0  https://sites.qooqlexom/a/sfenvironment.orq/commission/policy-committee/2010-meetings/201 0-01-25- 
rescheduled-amended/UrbanAccordsStatus2009.pdf?attredirects=0&d=l)  Sponsor:  Chair  Wald;  Speakers:  David 

Assmann,  Acting  Director  and  Jennifer  Kass,  Sustainability  Project/BC3  (5  minutes)  (Discussion  and 
Action) 

Acting  Director  Assmann  reported  that  the  Urban  Environmental  Accords  Status  document  is  a 
summary  of  the  accords,  when  they  were  adopted,  and  their  current  status.  He  explained  that  all 
Accords  that  the  Department  may  have  influence  or  responsibility  for  have  been  adopted.  Some  of  the 
accords  that  were  adopted  could  be  considered  complete,  but  more  work  can  be  done.  Others  may 
never  be  complete;  e.g.,  if  you  have  established  a  policy  to  achieve  zero  waste  to  landfills,  it  is  a  policy, 
but  the  actual  implementation  will  continue  for  years. 

Commissioner  Wald  recommended  more  work  on  the  action  items  shown  in  green  on  the  status 
document  (Actions  8  Urban  Design  and  12  Urban  Nature).  Acting  Director  Assmann  suggested  that  the 
Planning  Department  present  on  future  activities  in  these  areas.  Commissioner  Martin  requested  that 
the  Planning  Department  provide  an  update  on  the  Urban  Forest  Plan.  Commissioner  Gravanis 
suggested  that  an  update  be  provided  on  the  Open  Space  and  Recreation  Element  which  the 
Committee  provided  input  into.  She  inquired  whether  passing  legislation  and  developing  policies  for 
Actions  8  and  12  would  be  of  assistance.  She  stated  that  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act 
(CEQA)  doesn't  belong  in  the  Accord  Action  because  its  level  of  protection  to  habitat  other  than  for 
endangered  species  is  minimal.  The  Commission  did  endorse  the  Marine  Protection  Act,  which  is 
related  to  protecting  critical  habitat  and  should  be  added  as  an  accomplishment,  and  will  be  working  to 
incorporate  Bay  Friendly,  which  will  include  water  features. 

Commissioner  Wald  recommended  working  on  future  steps  to  take  on  Accord  goals  and  determining 
what  can  be  done  to  help  complete  the  incomplete  actions  on  a  priority  basis.  She  suggested  a 
discussion  on  whether  the  Commission  and  City  would  want  to  adopt  more  aggressive  goals  on 
accords  as  post-accord  goals.  These  goals  could  also  be  added  to  the  website  for  other  jurisdictions  to 
reference.  She  also  recommended  referencing  the  Strategic  Plan  as  a  way  of  working  on  future  Accord 
Actions.  Acting  Director  Assmann  reported  that  more  aggressive  goals  have  been  established  for 
Accords  that  have  been  achieved  and  for  ones  not  achieved,  e.g,  Accord  Action  15,  Transportation, 
reducing  single  occupancy  vehicle  trips,  which  has  not  been  reduced  by  10%. 

Commissioner  Martin  suggested  that  there  be  a  mechanism  for  checking  on  City  Hall  events  that  make 
single-serve  water  bottles  available.  Acting  Director  Assmann  reported  that  there  are  City  Hall  events 
that  are  held  by  outside  organizations.  Commissioner  Gravanis  recommended  a  requirement  that  City 
Hall  events  include  a  commitment  not  to  include  single-serve  water  bottles.  Commissioner  Wald 
recommended  more  emphasis  on  the  City  Hall  recycling  program,  which  has  improved  but  needs  more 
attention.  Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  many  of  the  Accords  may  require  ongoing  work,  such  as 
Accord  Action  16,  Environmental  Health.  Ms.  Kass  requested  Commissioner's  input  on  how  to  move 
items  that  are  outside  the  Department's  jurisdiction  forward  or  to  provide  any  additional  updates  the 
Commissioners  may  be  aware  of. 
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Item  9  was  reverted  to  at  this  time.  Commissioner  Wald  left  the  meeting  after  discussion  on  Future 
Agenda  Items  and  before  continuation  of  Item  6.  Agenda  Item  6  was  discussed  again  at  this  time. 

This  agenda  item  was  continued  to  the  Call  of  the  Chair.  Work  would  continue  on  Accord  Actions  until 
they  are  complete  and  would  be  used  as  a  framework  for  continued  priority  setting. 

7.  Director's  Updates.  Speaker:  David  Assmann,  Acting  Director  (Informational  Report  and  Discussion) 
Acting  Director  Assmann  reported  that  Director's  updates  would  be  presented  at  the  Commission 
meeting  on  January  26,  2010. 

8.  Announcements.  (Discussion)  Commissioner  Martin  reported  on  her  conversation  with  the  Chief 
Building  Inspector  about  firefighter  safety  and  solar  panels,  and  he  confirmed  that  a  conversation  was 
being  held  internally  to  address  education  on  this  issue. 

9.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Discussion)  Commissioner  Wald  reported  that  the  Hunters 
Point  Shipyard  Candlestick  Point  item  is  scheduled  for  the  February  Policy  Committee  meeting.  Ms. 
Fish  reported  that  the  potential  meeting  date  would  be  February  22.  The  March  agenda  would  include 
review  of  responses  to  the  questionnaire  sent  to  environmental  organizations  and  a  discussion  on 
green  building  for  existing  buildings.  Additional  topics  requested  included  (1)  pharmaceuticals  update 
(April);  (2)  Strategic  Plan;  (3)  consolidating  the  Future  Agenda  Checklist  to  maintain  a  separate 
historical  document  and  preparing  a  separate  list  for  active  items  to  reference  at  meetings;  (4)  Planning 
Department  update  on  the  Urban  Forest  Plan.  Acting  Director  Assmann  reported  on  the  current  budget 
situation  and  lack  of  resources  available  for  the  urban  forestry  program.  A  discussion  was  held  on 
Commissioners  contacting  Planning  Department  staff  on  the  current  status  and  discussion  of  a  cost 
benefit  analysis  of  the  Department  of  Public  Works  or  another  entity  taking  over  jurisdiction  of  trees;  (5) 
Treasure  Island  Environmental  Impact  Report  (April  or  May);  (6)  Planning  Department  staff  memo 
providing  an  update  on  the  Recreation  and  Open  Space  Element;  and  (7)  Wastewater  Master  Plan — 
Public  Utilities  Commission  and  SWAle  update  (April). 

10.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  Mr.  Bruce  Callander  commended  the 
Commission's  work  and  volunteered  his  assistance  on  environmental  programs.  He  discussed  the 
unavailability  of  biodegradable  car  wash  soap  and  indicated  he  would  research  balloon  releases  at  the 
Giants  games.  In  addition,  Mr.  Callander  offered  his  assistance  in  educating  the  Boys  and  Girls  Club 
members  on  environmental  programs.  Acting  Director  Assmann  discussed  the  Department's  programs 
that  Mr.  Callander  could  be  involved  in  and  offered  to  have  the  Department's  volunteer  coordinator 
contact  him  about  volunteer  opportunities. 

11.  Adjournment.  The  Policy  Committee  meeting  adjourned  at  7:12  p.m. 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1 )  the  Commission's  office,  1 1  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco, 
California  between  the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Committee  meeting  website 

https://sites.google.eom/a/sfenvironment.org/commission/policy-committee  with  each  agenda  or  meeting  minutes,  or  (3) 
upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone  number  415-355-3709  or  via  e-mail  at  Monica.Fish(5)sfgov.org. 


*Approved:  February  22,  2010 
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*The  Monday,  February  8,  2010,  5:00  p.m.  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  meeting 
has  been  RESCHEDULED  to  Monday,  February  22,  2010  at  5:00  p.m.,  City  Hall,  Room  421. 

COMMITTEE  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Johanna  Wald  (Chair),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice-Chair),  Jane 
MarieFrancis  Martin 

ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 
Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Committee  takes  action  on  any  item. 

1 .  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call. 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  January  25,  2010  Policy  Committee  Rescheduled  Meeting. 

(Explanatory  Document:  January  25,  2010  Draft  Minutes)  (Discussion  and  Action) 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda. 

4.  Hunters  Point  Shipyard  Phase  2-Candlestick  Point  Draft  Sustainability  Plan  and  Project  Update. 

Presenter:  Tiffany  Bohee,  Office  of  Economic  and  Workforce  Development  (20  minutes)  (Informational 
Report  and  Discussion) 

5.  Director's  Updates.  Speaker:  David  Assmann,  Acting  Director  (Informational  Report  and  Discussion) 

6.  Announcements.  (Discussion) 

7.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Discussion) 

8.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda. 

9.  Adjournment. 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

The  next  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  meeting  is  scheduled  for  Monday,  March  8,  2010  at  5:00  p.m.  in 
Room  421,  City  Hall. 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1 )  the  Commission's  office,  1 1  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  California  between 
the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Policy  Committee  meeting  website 

https://sites.qooqle.eom/a/sfenvironment.orq/commission/policy-committee,  (3)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary  at 
telephone  number  415-355-3709,  or  via  e-mail  at  Monica. Fish(5)sfqov.orq  within  three  business  days  of  a  meeting.  If  any  materials 
related  to  an  item  on  this  agenda  have  been  distributed  to  the  Commission  Policy  Committee  after  distribution  of  the  agenda  packet, 
those  materials  are  available  for  public  inspection  at  the  Department  of  the  Environment,  1 1  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  941 02 


during  normal  office  hours  or  will  be  made  available  at  the  meeting  website  link 

https://sites.qooqle.eom/a/sfenvironment.orq/commission/policy-committee  as  links  with  each  agenda  or  meeting  minutes. 


Important  Information 

The  ringing  of  and  use  of  cell  phones,  pagers  and  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices  are  prohibited  at  this  meeting.  Please  be 
advised  that  the  Chair  may  order  the  removal  from  the  meeting  room  of  any  person(s)  responsible  for  the  ringing  or  use  of  a  cell  phone, 
pager,  or  other  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices. 

NOTE:  Persons  unable  to  attend  the  meeting  may  submit  to  the  Committee,  by  the  time  the  proceedings  begin, 
written  comments  regarding  the  agenda  items  above.  These  comments  will  be  made  a  part  of  the  official  public 
record  and  shall  be  brought  to  the  attention  of  the  Committee  members.  Any  written  comments  should  be  sent 
to:  Commission  Secretary  of  the  Environment,  11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102  or  by  email  at 
Monica.Fish@sfgov.org  by  5:00  p.m.  on  the  day  prior  to  the  hearing.  Comments  which  cannot  be  delivered  to  the 
Commission  Secretary  by  that  time,  may  be  taken  directly  to  the  hearing  at  the  location  above.  When  bringing 
handouts  to  meetings,  please  photocopy  on  both  sides  of  the  paper  and  try  to  use  post-consumer  recycled  or 
tree-free  paper.  Also,  please  bring  sufficient  copies  of  handouts  for  the  Committee,  the  Commission  Secretary 
and  the  public. 

Public  Comment 

At  this  time,  members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  items  of  interest  that  are  within  the  subject  matter  jurisdiction  of  the 
Committee  but  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  Public  comment  will  be  taken  following  each  agendized  item.  Each  member  of  the  public 
may  address  the  Committee  for  up  to  three  minutes,  unless  otherwise  announced  by  the  Chair.  If  it  is  demonstrated  that  the  comments 
by  the  public  will  exceed  1 5  minutes,  the  Chair  may  continue  Public  Comment  to  another  time  during  the  meeting. 

The  Brown  Act  forbids  the  Committee  from  taking  action  or  discussing  any  item  or  issue  not  appearing  on  the  posted  agenda.  This  rule 
applies  to  issues  raised  in  public  comment  as  well.  In  response  to  public  comment,  not  on  an  agendized  item,  the  Committee  is  limited 

to: 

1.  Briefly  responding  to  statements  made  or  questions  posed  by  members  of  the  public,  or  ^ 

2.  Request  staff  to  report  back  on  a  matter  at  a  subsequent  meeting,  or 

3.  Directing  staff  to  place  the  item  or  issue  on  a  future  agenda  (Government  Code  Section  54954.2(a).) 

Disability  Access 

The  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  Meeting  will  be  held  at  City  Hall,  Room  421,  One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  Se  ,C0 
Francisco,  CA  94102,  in  the  Civic  Center  area.  The  meeting  room  is  wheelchair  accessible.  The  closest  accessible  BART  station  is  the    I  ||gi 
Civic  Center  Station  at  United  Nations  Plaza  and  Market  Street.  Accessible  MUNI  lines  serving  this  location  are:  #71  Haight/Noriega  and 
the  F  Line  to  Market  and  Van  Ness  and  the  Metro  Stations  at  Van  Ness  and  Market  and  at  Civic  Center.  For  information  about  MUNI 
accessible  services  call  (415)  923-6142.  There  is  accessible  curbside  parking  adjacent  to  City  Hall  on  Grove  Street  and  Van  Ness  Avenu< 
and  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Veterans  Building  at  401  Van  Ness  Avenue  adjacent  to  Davies  Hall  and  the  War  Memorial  Complex. 

The  following  services  are  available  on  request  48  hours  prior  to  the  meeting;  except  for  Monday  meetings,  for  which  the  deadline  shall  be 
4:00  p.m.  of  the  last  business  day  of  the  preceding  week:  For  American  sign  language  interpreters  or  the  use  of  a  reader  during  a  meeting 
a  sound  enhancement  system,  and/or  alternative  formats  of  the  agenda  and  minutes,  please  contact  Monica  Fish  at  (415)  355-3709  to 
make  arrangements  for  the  accommodation.  Late  requests  will  be  honored,  if  possible.  ^ 

In  order  to  assist  the  City's  efforts  to  accommodate  persons  with  severe  allergies,  environmental  illnesses,  multiple  chemical  sensitivity 
or  related  disabilities,  attendees  at  public  meetings  are  reminded  that  other  attendees  may  be  sensitive  to  various  chemical  based 
products.  Please  help  the  City  accommodate  these  individuals.  Individuals  with  chemical  sensitivity  or  related  disabilities  should  call 
the  Mayor's  Office  on  Disability  at  (415)  554-6789  or  (415)  554-6799  (TTY)  for  further  information. 

Know  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance 
(Chapter  67  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code)  ^ 
Government's  duty  is  to  serve  the  public,  reaching  its  decisions  in  full  view  of  the  public.  Commissions,  boards,  councils,  and  other 
agencies  of  the  City  and  County  exist  to  conduct  the  people's  business.  This  ordinance  assures  that  deliberations  are  conducted 
before  the  people  and  that  City  operations  are  open  to  the  people's  review.  For  more  information  on  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine 
Ordinance  or  to  report  a  violation  of  the  ordinance,  contact  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  Task  Force,  Sunshine  Task  Force  Administrator, 
City  Hall,  Room  409,  1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102-4683  at  Phone  No.:  (415)  554-7724;  Fax  No.:  (415) 
554-7854;  E-mail:  sotf  (ajsfqov.org.  Copies  of  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  can  be  obtained  from  the  Clerk  of  the  Sunshine  Task  Force,  the 
San  Francisco  Public  Library  and  on  the  City's  website  at  www.sfqov.org. 

Lobbyist  Registration  and  Reporting  Requirements 
Individuals  and  entities  that  influence  or  attempt  to  influence  local  legislative  or  administrative  action  may  be  required  by  the  San 
Francisco  Lobbyist  Ordinance  [SF  Campaign  &  Governmental  Conduct  Code  §2.100,  et.  seq]  to  register  and  report  lobbying  activity. 
For  more  information  about  the  Lobbyist  Ordinance,  please  contact  the  Ethics  Commission  at:  25  Van  Ness  Avenue,  Second  Floor,  San 
Francisco,  CA  94102;  telephone  (415)  252-3100,  fax  (415)  252-3112;  web  site  atwww.sfgov.org/ethics. 


Posted:  February  2,  2010 


SF  Environmen  t 


Our  home.  Our  city.  Our  planet. 


GAVIN  NEWSOM 


Mayor 


DAVID  ASSMANN 


Acting  Director 
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The  Monday,  February  8,  2010.  5:00  p.m.  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  meeting 
was  RESCHEDULED  to  Monday,  February  22,  2010  at  5:00  p.m.,  City  Hall,  Room  421. 

COMMITTEE  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Johanna  Wald  (Chair),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice-Chair),  Jane 
MarieFrancis  Martin 

ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 
Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Committee  takes  action  on  any  item. 

1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call.  The  Policy  Committee  meeting  convened  at  5:00  p.m.  Present:  Chair 
Wald,  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  and  Commissioner  Martin. 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  January  25,  2010  Policy  Committee  Rescheduled  Meeting. 

(Discussion  and  Action)  Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Martin  and  second  by  Commissioner  Gravanis, 
the  January  25,  2010  Meeting  Minutes  were  approved  with  amendments.  (AYES:  Commissioners 
Wald,  Gravanis  and  Martin)  (Explanatory  Documents:  January  25,  2010  Draft  and  Approved  Minutes) 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda. 

Ms.  Noreen  Weeden,  Golden  Gate  Audubon,  commented  on  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department 
proposal  to  install  artificial  turf  and  night  lighting  at  the  Beach  Chalet  soccer  field.  She  stated  that  the 
proposal  is  to  install  60-foot  lights  that  would  remain  on  until  10:00  p.m.  at  the  Beach  Chalet  Soccer 
Fields  in  Golden  Gate  Park  and  convert  four  grass  soccer  fields  to  artificial  turf.  Golden  Gate  Park  is 
adjacent  to  Ocean  Beach,  which  is  part  of  the  Pacific  Flyway,  an  important  migratory  route  for  birds. 
Night  lighting  can  cause  birds  to  become  confused  and  disoriented.  Birds  that  migrate  at  night  use  the 
moon  and  stars  which  has  been  documented  in  a  book  written  by  Travis  Longcore  and  Catherine  Rich, 
called  Ecological  Consequences  of  Artificial  Night  Lighting.  Ms.  Weeden  encouraged  completion  of  an 
Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR)  on  this  project,  which  has  not  been  conducted  on  any  conversions 
of  grass  fields  to  artificial  turf.  Commissioner  Martin  inquired  whether  a  formal  request  was  made  for  an 
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EIR.  Ms.  Weeden  stated  that  a  formal  request  was  made  and  she  is  awaiting  a  response.  (Explanatory 
Document:  "New  Soccer  Complex  to  Drastically  Alter  Golden  Gate  Park  and  Ocean  Beach") 

Item  7  was  heard  before  Item  4. 

4.  Hunters  Point  Shipyard  Phase  2-Candlestick  Point  Draft  Sustainability  Plan  and  Project  Update. 

(Informational  Report  and  Discussion)  (Explanatory  Document:  Briefing  Document  and  ARUP 
Presentation)  Speakers:  Wells  Lawson,  Office  of  Workforce  and  Economic  Development,  Jean  Rogers, 
ARUP,  Stephen  Proud,  Lennar,  and  Steve  Rottenborn,  H.T.  Harvey  and  Associates. 

Mr.  Wells  Lawson,  Office  of  Economic  and  Workforce  Development,  reported  that  work  is  in  progress 
on  (1)  reducing  the  30,000  foot  level  project  to  a  consolidated  version;  (2)  the  Sustainability  Plan;  (3) 
Infrastructure  Plan,  (4)  Design  for  Development  Document;  (5)  and  Transportation  Plan.  Committee 
Members  had  an  opportunity  to  see  the  Draft  Environment  document  that  was  produced,  and  public 
comment  closed  in  January.  The  CEQA  team  is  at  work  responding  to  the  1800  comments  that  were 
received,  and  changes  will  be  made  after  this  process.  A  review  was  made  of  housing  variants,  land 
plan,  non-stadium  alternative  that  isn't  just  R&D,  but  creates  more  of  a  mixed-used  neighborhood  in 
Hunters  Point  Shipyard.  The  Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR)  includes  a  utility  variance  that  includes 
features  suggested  by  Policy  Committee  members,  e.g.,  decentralized  waste  water  treatment  facilities, 
TRANSVAC,  centralized  waste  collection  facility,  district  heating  and  cooling  facilities.  Project  approvals 
are  now  being  created  to  allow  the  developer  to  start  the  project.  The  project  team  will  continue  to 
attend  meetings  to  review  major  phases  of  the  project  infrastructure  and  details  discussed  in  the 
Sustainability  Plan.  Committee  Members  received  a  copy  of  the  Draft  Sustainability  Plan  Briefing 
Document  prior  to  the  meeting  for  review. 

Ms.  Jean  Rogers,  ARUP,  reported  that  the  Draft  Sustainability  Plan  Briefing  Document  is  anticipated  to 
be  widely  distributed  in  the  community,  and  the  document  would  be  finalized  once  feedback  was 
received.  It  would  be  the  summary  document  that  would  be  more  accessible  to  most  people  than  the 
large  and  very  detailed  Sustainability  Plan.  She  stated  that  comments  on  the  larger  Sustainability  Plan 
are  being  addressed  and  that  a  final  document  may  be  available  by  the  end  of  this  week.  Ms.  Rogers 
discussed  goals  and  strategies  that  are  highlights  of  the  Sustainability  Plan  that  include: 

(See  presentation  for  detailed  information) 

•  What  does  sustainability  mean  to  the  local  community-jobs,  health,  safety,  education,  cost  of  living, 
and  quality  of  life  and  how  has  the  project  responded? 

•  Hunters  Point  Shipyard  and  Candlestick  Point  Development  Program  allotment  of  space  to  various 
uses. 

•  Unique  Aspects  of  the  development  program  in  terms  of  arts  and  leisure,  infrastructure,  and 
innovation. 

•  Sustainable  strategies  and  key  components  for  economic  vitality  and  affordability,  community 
identity  and  cohesion;  public  well-being,  safety,  and  quality  of  life;  accessibility  and  transportation, 
resource  efficiency  (energy,  water,  waste),  ecology  (habitat  and  climate);  and  advanced  information 
and  communication  technology. 

•  Benefits  to  Community — significant  economic  opportunities,  better  education  opportunities,  home 
ownership  opportunities,  a  lower  cost  of  living,  improved  quality  of  life,  improved  health  and  air 
quality,  and  preserving  community  spirit. 

Commissioners  provided  their  comments  on  the  Sustainability  Plan  Briefing  Document 
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Commissioner  Gravanis- 

•  Jobs  and  economic  development  should  be  referred  to  as  more  important  than  "amenities." 

•  Inquired  whether  wind  power  would  be  pursued.  Ms.  Rogers  stated  that  the  area  does  not  have  a 
great  wind  resource  and  would  require  very  tall  significant  wind  turbines.  Building  integrated  wind 
would  not  be  as  effective  as  photovoltaics  in  terms  of  cost  effectiveness  and  generating  a 
significant  amount  of  renewable  capacity.  She  stated  that  individual  homeowners,  business  owners, 
or  the  stadium  may  want  to  pursue  integrating  wind  turbines  into  their  particular  area. 

•  Inquired  whether  the  larger  Sustainability  Plan  would  be  made  available  on  the  web  when 
complete.  Ms.  Rogers  confirmed  that  it  would  be  made  available  on  the  web. 

•  Inquired  what  would  happen  to  the  wetlands  that  are  currently  located  on  the  shoreline  in 
Candlestick.  Ms.  Rogers  and  Mr.  Steve  Rottenborn,  H.T.  Harvey  and  Associates  discussed  the 
effect  of  sea  level  rise  and  the  feasibility  of  sustaining  wetlands.  Commissioner  Gravanis  referenced 
written  correspondence  received  from  Arc  Ecology  on  plans  to  use  riprap  and  seawalls  at  several 
locations  along  the  Bay  shoreline  where  they  believe  a  living  shoreline  approach  would  be 
preferable.  (See  Explanatory  Document) 

Commissioner  Wald  suggested  changing  the  language  in  the  "Economic  Vitality  and  Affordability"  slide 
that  states  "up  to  $17.8  million  workforce  development  funds"  because  it  suggests  it  could  be  a  lot  less. 
She  stated  that  she  is  surprised  by  references  in  the  Briefing  Document,  page  39,  and  in  the 
presentation  on  solar  thermal  because  the  solar  thermal  developers  that  she  is  working  with  would  not 
put  projects  in  San  Francisco  because  there  is  not  that  much  insulation.  Photovoltaics  (PV)  would  be 
fine,  and  PV  is  being  installed  now,  but  found  references  to  solar  thermal  as  a  projected  contribution 
quite  surprising.  She  inquired  what  type  of  technology  would  be  used.  Ms.  Rogers  stated  that  the 
engineers  are  looking  at  insulation  and  believe  that  as  an  efficiency  measure,  solar  thermal  is 
economical  and  important  to  look  at.  This  strategy  would  reduce  the  heating  load  or  gas  demand  and 
would  work  in  conjunction  with  a  district  heating  and  cooling  plant.  Commissioner  Wald  inquired 
whether  there  would  be  onsite  storage  for  energy  that  would  enable  taking  advantage  of  days  when 
demand  is  low  and  there  is  a  lot  of  sun.  Ms.  Rogers  stated  that  onsite  storage  was  not  considered 
because  it  is  expensive  and  the  PV  would  only  generate  about  38%  of  the  project's  peak  demand  so  it 
would  all  be  used.  Storage  would  not  be  needed  for  that  amount  of  PV.  She  explained  that  the  solar 
thermal  would  feed  into  a  district  heating  cooling  plant  potentially  for  hot  water  or  other  uses  that  would 
serve  both  commercial  and  residential  if  implemented  so  there  would  be  a  balanced  load. 

Commissioner  Martin — 

•  Inquired  whether  the  public  infrastructure  would  be  providing  pay  telephones  and  drinking 
fountains. 

•  Suggested  including  the  potential  for  installation  of  new  community  gardens. 

•  On  page  4  T3,  inquired  about  the  accuracy  of  the  reference  to  over  60%  increase. 

•  On  page  4,  T5  inquired  whether  the  plan  is  outlined  for  street  cleaning  and  suggested  a  street 
cleaning  analysis  be  prepared  on  specific  routes  where  there  may  be  more  tire  pollutants. 

•  On  T7  "encourage  fans  to  travel  by  bike  or  public  transit" — has  not  seen  a  goal  of  having  effective 
and  sufficient  bike  storage  at  the  stadium.  Suggested  anticipating  capacity. 

•  Page  5  Energy,  household  expected  to  enjoy  savings  of  $188--the  presentation  says  $300.  Ms. 
Rogers  explained  that  $300  includes  combined  savings  from  energy,  water,  etc. 

•  Presentation  mentioned  15%  total  project  in  electric  use  of  photovoltaics,  and  the  Briefing  Book 
says  up  to  15%.  Minimum  target  may  be  the  appropriate  way  to  state  it. 

•  WT2 — include  low  water  plants  because  it  is  a  significant  consumption  reduction.  Will  there  be 
GPS  monitoring  for  irrigation? 
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•  Regarding  water  conservation,  inquired  whether  there  would  be  fountains  as  have  been  shown  in 
the  renderings?  Fountains  may  help  with  amenities  in  microclimates  where  there  are  hot  spots  to 
make  the  immediate  environment  more  amenable.  Ms.  Rogers  stated  that  recycled  water  would  be 
used  if  there  were  fountains.  All  water  for  parks  and  open  space  is  recommended  to  be  done  with 
recycled  water. 

•  In  WT4,  suggested  a  design  storm  event  of  at  least  20  years  instead  of  5  years. 

•  Integrated  Pest  Management  to  cite  attracting  beneficial  species  so  that  it  would  be  a  design 
element  for  plant  selections. 

•  HB3  to  include  percentage  of  evergreen  canopy  target,  because  of  their  differing  benefits  from 
deciduous  trees  in  our  climate. 

•  Page  7  ICT1-add  additional  information  on  the  ability  for  localized  controls,  whether  people  would 
be  able  to  look  at  controls  within  individual  units  as  well  as  commercial. 

•  Provide  more  information  on  the  broadband  network,  whether  it  would  be  fee  based  or  free? 

•  Presentation  reference  "What  does  sustainability  mean  to  the  local  community?"--add  earth,  air  and 
water  quality. 

•  Presentation  reference  "How  project  responded" — consider  consolidating. 

•  Discussion  of  regional  retail  space  and  use  of  space. 

•  Ninety  percent  of  residences  have  access  to  neighborhood  services —  now  is  the  time  to  make  it 
100%. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  inquired  about  the  Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR)  process  and  how  it 
would  address  stadium  or  no  stadium,  bridge  or  no  bridge  alternatives.  Mr.  Lawson  reported  that  the 
no-bridge  alternative  that  takes  advantage  of  a  railroad  right-of-way  that  goes  around  Yosemite  Slough 
as  an  alternative  to  running  the  Bus  Rapid  Transit  across  the  slough  looked  at  habitat  impacts,  noise, 
air  quality,  and  traffic  as  part  of  the  EIR  analysis.  Mr.  Stephen  Proud,  Lennar,  suggested  that  a  more 
detailed  discussion  on  alternatives  be  discussed  at  a  future  meeting.  Commissioner  Gravanis  stated 
that  a  lot  of  people  are  interested  in  the  process  on  how  the  final  decision  will  be  made. 

Public  Comment: 

Mr.  Leonard  Helm,  Bayview  Resident,  stated  that  he  has  lived  in  the  Bayview  District  for  approximately 
35  years  and  has  had  to  deal  with  mold  and  mildew  issues  in  the  housing  projects,  which  he  believes 
are  dilapidated  and  should  be  torn  down.  He  spoke  in  support  of  the  project  because  he  believes  it 
would  create  jobs  and  help  remove  the  sickness  caused  by  mold  and  mildew. 

Ms.  Stormy  Henry,  Alice  Griffith  resident,  thanked  the  developers  who  are  creating  this  project  and 
commended  the  Commissioners  for  their  questions  that  address  community  concerns  about  sea  level 
rise  and  living  conditions.  She  stated  that  she  would  like  to  see  the  project  move  forward  in  order  to 
solve  the  current  mold  and  mildew  in  buildings.  She  stated  that  there  is  a  shortage  of  parks  in  the 
neighborhood,  inquired  about  the  ratio  of  basketball  courts,  and  asked  to  provide  the  community 
information  about  the  Indian  burial  grounds. 

Mr.  Javier  Marquez  stated  that  he  does  community  awareness  work  in  the  southeast  sector  and 
inquired  about  lead  and  toxins  at  job  sites.  He  suggested  getting  rid  of  the  red  tape  that  is  prolonging 
this  project  and  could  make  the  situation  worse.  Mr.  Marquez  also  expressed  his  concern  for  children 
who  become  ill  from  toxins  in  the  current  housing. 

Mr.  Michael  McGowan,  Ph.D.,  ARC  Ecology,  scientist,  congratulated  the  project  team  on  their  eloquent 
presentation  on  sustainability  of  the  built  environment,  but  stated  that  the  presentation  was  mute  with 
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regard  to  the  natural  environment  especially  for  San  Francisco.  He  stated  that  he  is  especially 
concerned  about  the  use  of  riprap  and  other  hard  armoring  along  the  shoreline.  This  hard  armoring  is 
not  only  aesthetically  unattractive  but  blocks  public  access,  for  example  for  kayakers,  and  harmful  to 
the  habitat  itself.   It  does  not  provide  a  natural  transition  that  would  include  wetlands,  sand,  eel  grass, 
offshore  native  oyster  reefs,  etc.  Given  the  actual  erosion  conditions  that  are  based  on  site  specific 
data  (not  distant  data  from  the  Airport  which  is  unlikely  and  unsuitable  for  this  area),  the  natural  living 
shoreline  approach  should  receive  a  lot  more  attention,  especially  along  the  northern  shoreline  in  Indian 
Basin  and  the  entire  southern  shoreline  along  Yosemite  Slough.  (See  explanatory  document)  He 
requested  that  the  living  shoreline  approach  be  looked  at  in  more  detail. 

Rev.  Arnold  Townsend,  Co-Pastor,  resident  of  Hunters  Point  Bayview  neighborhood,  stated  that  he  has 
been  involved  in  a  lot  of  development  activities  in  San  Francisco  for  the  past  forty  years,  and  that  this  is 
the  most  effective  project  he  has  seen  in  the  last  40  years.  He  has  attended  many  hearings  and  is  here 
out  of  concern.  Everybody  has  to  agree  that  what  is  there  now  is  not  good  for  anyone,  not  for  the  City 
of  San  Francisco  and  residents  in  terms  of  toxic  and  environmental  issues.  He  feels  that  something 
needs  to  be  done  quickly.  Rev.  Townsend  stated  that  the  benefits  of  this  project  outweigh  the 
concerns,  e.g.,  the  basic  needs  of  the  community  such  as  decent  housing,  a  safe  environment  for 
children,  and  bringing  in  economic  advantages  that  will  cause  the  neighborhood  to  be  equitable  with 
other  San  Francisco  neighborhoods  are  more  important  than  accommodating  kayakers.  This  project 
will  do  that  and  is  big  enough  to  accommodate  natural  and  non-natural  shoreline  issues.  All  the  vetting 
has  been  wonderful  and  has  made  the  project  comprehensive.  No  one  is  getting  healthier  with  the 
project  remaining  as  it  is. 

Mr.  Eric  Butler,  Bayview  resident,  stated  that  he  is  trained  in  HAZMAT,  lead  abatement,  asbestos,  and 
discussed  the  environmental  concerns  in  the  community.  He  stated  that  he  would  like  to  apply  his 
HAZMAT  skills  in  the  Bayview  community.  He  feels  that  the  project  should  go  forward  for  the  sake  of 
education  and  job  opportunities  for  the  community. 

Ms.  Ari  Coleman  stated  that  she  is  a  mother  of  two  boys  and  is  a  Bayview  resident  whose  son  practices 
basketball.  She  is  concerned  with  safety  issues  at  neighborhood  parks,  e.g.  insufficient  lighting,  and 
that  she  has  to  drive  to  basketball  games  in  Contra  Costa  County  because  the  neighborhood  parks  are 
not  safe  and  the  field  is  not  large  enough.  She  stated  that  new  parks  would  open  up  opportunities  for 
kids  in  the  neighborhood  and  spoke  in  favor  of  tearing  down  the  housing  so  she  would  not  have  to 
worry  about  her  children  getting  lead  poisoning. 

Ms.  Noreen  Weeden,  Golden  Gate  Audubon,  stated  that  in  2004,  Golden  Gate  Audubon  worked  with 
the  community  and  produced  a  report,  the  "Final  Watershed  Report",  on  Yosemite  Slough  where  they 
identified  that  there  are  118  species  of  birds,  9  mammals,  5  reptiles  and  amphibians,  and  1 4  species  of 
butterflies  that  use  the  area,  and  that  is  in  the  current  degraded  state.  She  spoke  in  support  of  a  plan  to 
restore  the  Yosemite  Slough  wetlands,  which  has  been  recognized  by  the  California  Coastal 
Conservancy  who  supported  the  Candlestick  Restoration  Plan  for  the  restoration  of  Yosemite  Slough. 
She  spoke  in  opposition  to  the  bridge  over  Yosemite  Slough  and  stated  that  it  would  divide  the 
community  instead  of  having  them  enjoy  a  park  that  can  be  restored.  The  project  also  did  not  look  at 
some  of  the  issues  that  would  be  involved  if  a  bridge  was  to  be  built.  It  assumes  that  it  would  be  part  of 
the  Bay  Trail  and  that  is  not  true.  The  project  does  not  look  at  the  destruction,  habitat  fragmentation 
and  nesting  islands  that  are  proposed  in  Yosemite  Slough  and  the  impacts  that  the  bridge  would  have 
on  that.  The  project  does  not  address  other  impacts  from  a  bridge  such  as  pollution,  stormwater  runoff, 
shading  impacts,  lighting  and  noise,  local  wildlife,  impact  to  plant  life,  and  existing  eel  beds  in  the  area. 
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Ms.  Weeden  stated  that  many  people  today  come  to  Candlestick  to  enjoy  the  wildlife  that  is  there. 
There  is  an  opportunity  to  make  it  better  for  the  public,  community  and  visitors  and  can  be  a  draw  for 
people  to  frequent  the  area.  The  project  is  proposing  that  10,000  trees  be  planted,  but  does  not  talk 
about  a  plan  to  place  appropriate  trees.  It  is  another  opportunity  to  improve  the  habitat  of  the  area.  The 
parkland  includes  a  parking  space  which  is  covering  up  a  toxic  area-it  is  a  parking  space  for  the 
stadium,  which  is  an  area  of  concern. 

Ms.  Christina  Sandoval,  Hunters  Point  resident,  stated  that  she  feels  that  the  area  is  already  divided  as 
a  community  from  one  sector  to  the  next.  She  loves  this  project  and  believes  it  would  bring  about 
change  for  the  youth  community.  She  stated  that  she  resides  in  Hunters  Point  West  A  which  is  down 
the  hill  from  Hunters  Point,  which  has  one  basketball  court  that  is  broken,  no  parks,  and  no  Girls  and 
Boys  Club.  They  have  165  housing  units  which  does  not  include  affordable  housing  on  the  other  side, 
where  each  resident  may  have  4  to  5  kids  each  with  nothing  for  them  to  do.  This  project  would  bring 
parks  to  the  neighborhood  that  would  give  kids  something  to  do  so  they  would  stay  out  of  trouble  and 
keep  them  in  their  own  neighborhood. 

Mr.  Michael  Patton  supported  the  project's  plan  for  open  space  which  he  believes  would  be  beneficial 
for  the  kids.  He  stated  that  this  project  is  good  for  the  community  and  that  everybody  is  waiting  and 
excited. 

Commissioner  Martin  noted  in  response  to  public  comment  that  there  appeared  to  be  a 
misunderstanding  on  the  part  of  the  public  regarding  the  Commission's  role  and  impact  on  the 
construction  schedule  and  suggested  Lennar  attempt  additional  means  of  communication  to  relay  an 
accurate  message  regarding  schedule  to  the  community.  Mr.  Stephen  Proud,  Lennar,  stated  that  the 
Environmental  Impact  Report  has  been  published  and  work  is  being  done  on  the  response  to 
comments.  The  project  team  is  in  the  process  of  negotiating  a  range  of  action  and  entitlement 
documents  with  City  partners  that  will  become  available  in  the  next  two  to  three-month  period.  There 
will  be  a  Design  for  Development  Document  that  will  talk  about  the  built  environment  that  will  be  the 
subject  of  discussion  at  the  community  level,  with  the  Community  Advisory  Committee,  Bayview  PAC, 
and  the  Planning  Commission.  There  will  be  a  Development  Disposition  Agreement  (DDA)  that  has 
control  of  the  overall  transaction  structure  for  the  project  that  would  be  brought  to  the  community  and 
Redevelopment  Agency  Commission  for  review.  There  are  a  series  of  entitlement  documents  that  are 
in  various  stages  of  drafts  and  productions  working  their  way  through.  The  goal  is  to  try  to  get  through 
the  entitlement  process  in  the  June  2010  timeframe.  Meetings  are  being  held  on  documents  and  the 
outreach  and  community  process  will  continue  along  with  the  formal  process  with  City  agencies  and  the 
Board  of  Supervisors.  Mr.  Lawson  stated  that  there  is  a  DDA  Executive  Summary  available  that  would 
be  sent  to  Commissioners. 

Commissioner  Martin  inquired  when  people  in  the  area  would  start  to  see  activity/construction  on  the 
project.  Mr.  Proud  stated  that  construction  has  started,  and  that  by  the  fall  to  the  end  of  this  year,  they 
would  be  breaking  ground  for  the  project.  He  discussed  the  challenging  finance  and  housing  market, 
but  stated  that  once  financing  is  in  place,  they  would  be  ready  to  start  on  Phase  1,  In  regards  to  Phase 
2  -  a  lot  of  programs  are  dependent  on  ultimate  conveyance  of  the  property  from  the  Navy.  Right  now, 
they  believe  that  the  first  properties  that  were  conveyed  from  the  Navy  as  well  as  the  footprint  for  the 
stadium  would  be  conveyed  from  the  Navy  to  the  City  in  early  201 1 .  At  that  point,  entitlements  would 
be  in  place  and  applications  would  be  submitted  to  the  City  to  do  work  in  those  phases  of  the  project. 
Commissioner  Martin  inquired  whether  there  would  or  could  be  any  projects  started  currently  that  would 
provide  relief  for  the  community,  especially  the  improved  play  areas  as  had  been  requested  by  public 
comment.  Mr.  Lawson  stated  that  some  projects  are  underway,  e.g.  Alice  Griffith  has  federal  money  to 
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do  lead  abatement,  and  they  would  look  at  play  areas.  Commissioner  Gravanis  suggested 
communicating  the  timeline  to  the  community.  She  stated  that  there  is  a  perceived  feeling  of 
incompatibility  of  maximizing  sustainability  of  habitat  and  wildlife  with  maximizing  jobs,  housing,  and 
economic  development,  but  that  it  should  all  be  inclusive.  Commissioner  Gravanis  requested  that  Ms. 
Weeden's  issues  be  addressed  in  the  EIR. 

Mr.  Lawson  reported  that  the  response  to  comments  would  be  complete  by  mid  to  end  of  March.  The 
aim  is  to  have  the  EIR  Certification  in  place  by  April,  early  May.  There  would  be  an  opportunity  for  the 
Policy  Committee  to  provide  comments.  Commissioner  Gravanis  requested  additional  discussion  on 
the  Biodiversity  Section  of  the  Plan. 

5.  Director's  Updates.  Speaker:  David  Assmann,  Acting  Director  (Informational  Report  and  Discussion). 
Director's  updates  were  not  heard  at  this  time. 

6.  Announcements.  (Discussion)  There  were  no  announcements  made  at  this  time. 

7.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Discussion)  Commissioner  Wald  suggested  that  the  March 
meeting  include  (1)  a  discussion  on  the  response  to  Commission  Questionnaires  to  environmental 
organizations;  and  (2)  discussion  of  tree  maintenance  issues.  Commissioner  Gravanis  suggested 
inviting  relevant  parties  from  Planning,  Department  of  Public  Works  (DPW),  San  Francisco  Tree 
Council,  Mayor's  Office,  and  Budget  Analyst  (people  who  have  knowledge  about  the  cost  of  tree 
maintenance  and  ways  the  City  can  fund  the  program).  Commissioner  Martin  suggested  requesting 
input  from  the  Department  of  Public  Works  about  a  proposal  to  put  the  city  trees  into  public  care. 

Additional  future  agenda  item  requests  included  (1)  Green  Building  discussion  on  energy  efficiency  for 
existing  buildings  and  overview  of  current  work  (April  meeting);  (2)  discussion  on  the 
disposal/transportation  waste  contract  after  negotiations  are  complete  but  before  the  contract  goes 
before  the  Board  of  Supervisors.  Mr.  Westlund  stated  that  he  would  report  back  on  a  date  that  would 
be  feasible  to  hold  a  discussion  (possibly  May). 

8.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

9.  Adjournment.  The  Policy  Committee  meeting  adjourned  at  6:58  p.m. 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1 )  the  Commission's  office,  1 1  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco, 
California  between  the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Committee  meeting  website 

https://sites.google.eom/a/sfenvironment.org/commission/policy-committee  with  each  agenda,  or  (3)  upon  request  to  the 
Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone  number  415-355-3709  or  via  e-mail  at  Monica.  Fish(a)sfgov. org. 
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*The  Monday,  February  8,  2010,  5:00  p.m.  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  meeting 
was  RESCHEDULED  to  Monday,  February  22,  2010  at  5:00  p.m.,  City  Hall,  Room  421. 


COMMITTEE  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Johanna  Wald  (Chair),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice-Chair),  Jane 
MarieFrancis  Martin 

ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 
Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Committee  takes  action  on  any  item. 


1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call.  The  Policy  Committee  meeting  convened  at  5:00  p.m.  Present:  Chair 
Wald,  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  and  Commissioner  Martin. 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  January  25,  2010  Policy  Committee  Rescheduled  Meeting. 

(Discussion  and  Action)  Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Martin  and  second  by  Commissioner  Gravanis, 
the  January  25,  2010  Meeting  Minutes  were  approved  with  amendments.  (AYES:  Commissioners 
Wald,  Gravanis  and  Martin)  (Explanatory  Documents:  January  25,  2010  Draft  and  Approved  Minutes) 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda. 

Ms.  Noreen  Weeden,  Golden  Gate  Audubon,  commented  on  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department 
proposal  to  install  artificial  turf  and  night  lighting  at  the  Beach  Chalet  soccer  field.  She  stated  that  the 
proposal  is  to  install  60-foot  lights  that  would  remain  on  until  10:00  p.m.  at  the  Beach  Chalet  Soccer 
Fields  in  Golden  Gate  Park  and  convert  four  grass  soccer  fields  to  artificial  turf.  Golden  Gate  Park  is 
adjacent  to  Ocean  Beach,  which  is  part  of  the  Pacific  Flyway,  an  important  migratory  route  for  birds. 
Night  lighting  can  cause  birds  to  become  confused  and  disoriented.  Birds  that  migrate  at  night  use  the 
moon  and  stars  which  has  been  documented  in  a  book  written  by  Travis  Longcore  and  Catherine  Rich, 
called  Ecological  Consequences  of  Artificial  Night  Lighting.  Ms.  Weeden  encouraged  completion  of  an 
Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR)  on  this  project,  which  has  not  been  conducted  on  any  conversions 
of  grass  fields  to  artificial  turf.  Commissioner  Martin  inquired  whether  a  formal  request  was  made  for  an 
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EIR.  Ms.  Weeden  stated  that  a  formal  request  was  made  and  she  is  awaiting  a  response.  (Explanatory 
Document:  "New  Soccer  Complex  to  Drastically  Alter  Golden  Gate  Park  and  Ocean  Beach") 

Item  7  was  heard  before  Item  4. 

4.  Hunters  Point  Shipyard  Phase  2-Candlestick  Point  Draft  Sustainability  Plan  and  Project  Update. 

(Informational  Report  and  Discussion)  (Explanatory  Document:  Briefing  Document  and  ARUP 
Presentation)  Speakers:  Wells  Lawson,  Office  of  Workforce  and  Economic  Development,  Jean  Rogers, 
ARUP,  Stephen  Proud,  Lennar,  and  Steve  Rottenborn,  H.T.  Harvey  and  Associates. 

Mr.  Wells  Lawson,  Office  of  Economic  and  Workforce  Development,  reported  that  work  is  in  progress 
on  (1)  reducing  the  30,000  foot  level  project  to  a  consolidated  version;  (2)  the  Sustainability  Plan;  (3) 
Infrastructure  Plan,  (4)  Design  for  Development  Document;  (5)  and  Transportation  Plan.  Committee 
Members  had  an  opportunity  to  see  the  Draft  Environment  document  that  was  produced,  and  public 
comment  closed  in  January.  The  CEQA  team  is  at  work  responding  to  the  1800  comments  that  were 
received,  and  changes  will  be  made  after  this  process.  A  review  was  made  of  housing  variants,  land 
plan,  non-stadium  alternative  that  isn't  just  R&D,  but  creates  more  of  a  mixed-used  neighborhood  in 
Hunters  Point  Shipyard.  The  Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR)  includes  a  utility  variance  that  includes 
features  suggested  by  Policy  Committee  members,  e.g.,  decentralized  waste  water  treatment  facilities, 
TRANSVAC,  centralized  waste  collection  facility,  district  heating  and  cooling  facilities.  Project  approvals 
are  now  being  created  to  allow  the  developer  to  start  the  project.  The  project  team  will  continue  to 
attend  meetings  to  review  major  phases  of  the  project  infrastructure  and  details  discussed  in  the 
Sustainability  Plan.  Committee  Members  received  a  copy  of  the  Draft  Sustainability  Plan  Briefing 
Document  prior  to  the  meeting  for  review. 

Ms.  Jean  Rogers,  ARUP,  reported  that  the  Draft  Sustainability  Plan  Briefing  Document  is  anticipated  to 
be  widely  distributed  in  the  community,  and  the  document  would  be  finalized  once  feedback  was 
received.  It  would  be  the  summary  document  that  would  be  more  accessible  to  most  people  than  the 
large  and  very  detailed  Sustainability  Plan.  She  stated  that  comments  on  the  larger  Sustainability  Plan 
are  being  addressed  and  that  a  final  document  may  be  available  by  the  end  of  this  week.  Ms.  Rogers 
discussed  goals  and  strategies  that  are  highlights  of  the  Sustainability  Plan  that  include: 

(See  presentation  for  detailed  information) 

•  What  does  sustainability  mean  to  the  local  community-jobs,  health,  safety,  education,  cost  of  living, 
and  quality  of  life  and  how  has  the  project  responded? 

•  Hunters  Point  Shipyard  and  Candlestick  Point  Development  Program  allotment  of  space  to  various 
uses. 

•  Unique  Aspects  of  the  development  program  in  terms  of  arts  and  leisure,  infrastructure,  and 
innovation. 

•  Sustainable  strategies  and  key  components  for  economic  vitality  and  affordability,  community 
identity  and  cohesion;  public  well-being,  safety,  and  quality  of  life;  accessibility  and  transportation, 
resource  efficiency  (energy,  water,  waste),  ecology  (habitat  and  climate);  and  advanced  information 
and  communication  technology. 

•  Benefits  to  Community — significant  economic  opportunities,  better  education  opportunities,  home 
ownership  opportunities,  a  lower  cost  of  living,  improved  quality  of  life,  improved  health  and  air 
quality,  and  preserving  community  spirit. 

Commissioners  provided  their  comments  on  the  Sustainability  Plan  Briefing  Document 
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Commissioner  Gravanis- 

•  Jobs  and  economic  development  should  be  referred  to  as  more  important  than  "amenities." 

•  Inquired  whether  wind  power  would  be  pursued.  Ms.  Rogers  stated  that  the  area  does  not  have  a 
great  wind  resource  and  would  require  very  tall  significant  wind  turbines.  Building  integrated  wind 
would  not  be  as  effective  as  photovoltaics  in  terms  of  cost  effectiveness  and  generating  a 
significant  amount  of  renewable  capacity.  She  stated  that  individual  homeowners,  business  owners, 
or  the  stadium  may  want  to  pursue  integrating  wind  turbines  into  their  particular  area. 

•  Inquired  whether  the  larger  Sustainability  Plan  would  be  made  available  on  the  web  when 
complete.  Ms.  Rogers  confirmed  that  it  would  be  made  available  on  the  web. 

•  Inquired  what  would  happen  to  the  wetlands  that  are  currently  located  on  the  shoreline  in 
Candlestick.  Ms.  Rogers  and  Mr.  Steve  Rottenborn,  H.T.  Harvey  and  Associates  discussed  the 
effect  of  sea  level  rise  and  the  feasibility  of  sustaining  wetlands.  Commissioner  Gravanis  referenced 
written  correspondence  received  from  Arc  Ecology  on  plans  to  use  riprap  and  seawalls  at  several 
locations  along  the  Bay  shoreline  where  they  believe  a  living  shoreline  approach  would  be 
preferable.  (See  Explanatory  Document) 

Commissioner  Wald  suggested  changing  the  language  in  the  "Economic  Vitality  and  Affordability"  slide 
that  states  "up  to  $17.8  million  workforce  development  funds"  because  it  suggests  it  could  be  a  lot  less. 
She  stated  that  she  is  surprised  by  references  in  the  Briefing  Document,  page  39,  and  in  the 
presentation  on  solar  thermal  because  the  solar  thermal  developers  that  she  is  working  with  would  not 
put  projects  in  San  Francisco  because  there  is  not  that  much  insulation.  Photovoltaics  (PV)  would  be 
fine,  and  PV  is  being  installed  now,  but  found  references  to  solar  thermal  as  a  projected  contribution 
quite  surprising.  She  inquired  what  type  of  technology  would  be  used.  Ms.  Rogers  stated  that  the 
engineers  are  looking  at  insulation  and  believe  that  as  an  efficiency  measure,  solar  thermal  is 
economical  and  important  to  look  at.  This  strategy  would  reduce  the  heating  load  or  gas  demand  and 
would  work  in  conjunction  with  a  district  heating  and  cooling  plant.  Commissioner  Wald  inquired 
whether  there  would  be  onsite  storage  for  energy  that  would  enable  taking  advantage  of  days  when 
demand  is  low  and  there  is  a  lot  of  sun.  Ms.  Rogers  stated  that  onsite  storage  was  not  considered 
because  it  is  expensive  and  the  PV  would  only  generate  about  38%  of  the  project's  peak  demand  so  it 
would  all  be  used.  Storage  would  not  be  needed  for  that  amount  of  PV.  She  explained  that  the  solar 
thermal  would  feed  into  a  district  heating  cooling  plant  potentially  for  hot  water  or  other  uses  that  would 
serve  both  commercial  and  residential  if  implemented  so  there  would  be  a  balanced  load. 

Commissioner  Martin — 

•  Inquired  whether  the  public  infrastructure  would  be  providing  pay  telephones  and  drinking 
fountains. 

•  Suggested  including  the  potential  for  installation  of  new  community  gardens. 

•  On  page  4  T3,  inquired  about  the  accuracy  of  the  reference  to  over  60%  increase. 

•  On  page  4,  T5  inquired  whether  the  plan  is  outlined  for  street  cleaning  and  suggested  a  street 
cleaning  analysis  be  prepared  on  specific  routes  where  there  may  be  more  tire  pollutants. 

•  On  T7  "encourage  fans  to  travel  by  bike  or  public  transit" — has  not  seen  a  goal  of  having  effective 
and  sufficient  bike  storage  at  the  stadium.  Suggested  anticipating  capacity. 

•  Page  5  Energy,  household  expected  to  enjoy  savings  of  $188--the  presentation  says  $300.  Ms. 
Rogers  explained  that  $300  includes  combined  savings  from  energy,  water,  etc. 

•  Presentation  mentioned  15%  total  project  in  electric  use  of  photovoltaics,  and  the  Briefing  Book 
says  up  to  15%.  Minimum  target  may  be  the  appropriate  way  to  state  it. 

•  WT2 — include  low  water  plants  because  it  is  a  significant  consumption  reduction.  Will  there  be 
GPS  monitoring  for  irrigation? 
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•  Regarding  water  conservation,  inquired  whether  there  would  be  fountains  as  have  been  shown  in 
the  renderings?  Fountains  may  help  with  amenities  in  microclimates  where  there  are  hot  spots  to 
make  the  immediate  environment  more  amenable.  Ms.  Rogers  stated  that  recycled  water  would  be 
used  if  there  were  fountains.  All  water  for  parks  and  open  space  is  recommended  to  be  done  with 
recycled  water. 

•  In  WT4,  suggested  a  design  storm  event  of  at  least  20  years  instead  of  5  years. 

•  Integrated  Pest  Management  to  cite  attracting  beneficial  species  so  that  it  would  be  a  design 
element  for  plant  selections. 

•  HB3  to  include  percentage  of  evergreen  canopy  target,  because  of  their  differing  benefits  from 
deciduous  trees  in  our  climate. 

•  Page  7  ICT1-add  additional  information  on  the  ability  for  localized  controls,  whether  people  would 
be  able  to  look  at  controls  within  individual  units  as  well  as  commercial. 

•  Provide  more  information  on  the  broadband  network,  whether  it  would  be  fee  based  or  free? 

•  Presentation  reference  "What  does  sustainability  mean  to  the  local  community?"--add  earth,  air  and 
water  quality. 

•  Presentation  reference  "How  project  responded" — consider  consolidating. 

•  Discussion  of  regional  retail  space  and  use  of  space. 

•  Ninety  percent  of  residences  have  access  to  neighborhood  services —  now  is  the  time  to  make  it 
100%. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  inquired  about  the  Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR)  process  and  how  it 
would  address  stadium  or  no  stadium,  bridge  or  no  bridge  alternatives.  Mr.  Lawson  reported  that  the 
no-bridge  alternative  that  takes  advantage  of  a  railroad  right-of-way  that  goes  around  Yosemite  Slough 
as  an  alternative  to  running  the  Bus  Rapid  Transit  across  the  slough  looked  at  habitat  impacts,  noise, 
air  quality,  and  traffic  as  part  of  the  EIR  analysis.  Mr.  Stephen  Proud,  Lennar,  suggested  that  a  more 
detailed  discussion  on  alternatives  be  discussed  at  a  future  meeting.  Commissioner  Gravanis  stated 
that  a  lot  of  people  are  interested  in  the  process  on  how  the  final  decision  will  be  made. 

Public  Comment: 

Mr.  Leonard  Helm,  Bayview  Resident,  stated  that  he  has  lived  in  the  Bayview  District  for  approximately 
35  years  and  has  had  to  deal  with  mold  and  mildew  issues  in  the  housing  projects,  which  he  believes 
are  dilapidated  and  should  be  torn  down.  He  spoke  in  support  of  the  project  because  he  believes  it 
would  create  jobs  and  help  remove  the  sickness  caused  by  mold  and  mildew. 

Ms.  Stormy  Henry,  Alice  Griffith  resident,  thanked  the  developers  who  are  creating  this  project  and 
commended  the  Commissioners  for  their  questions  that  address  community  concerns  about  sea  level 
rise  and  living  conditions.  She  stated  that  she  would  like  to  see  the  project  move  forward  in  order  to 
solve  the  current  mold  and  mildew  in  buildings.  She  stated  that  there  is  a  shortage  of  parks  in  the 
neighborhood,  inquired  about  the  ratio  of  basketball  courts,  and  asked  to  provide  the  community 
information  about  the  Indian  burial  grounds. 

Mr.  Javier  Marquez  stated  that  he  does  community  awareness  work  in  the  southeast  sector  and 
inquired  about  lead  and  toxins  at  job  sites.  He  suggested  getting  rid  of  the  red  tape  that  is  prolonging 
this  project  and  could  make  the  situation  worse.  Mr.  Marquez  also  expressed  his  concern  for  children 
who  become  ill  from  toxins  in  the  current  housing. 

Mr.  Michael  McGowan,  Ph.D.,  ARC  Ecology,  scientist,  congratulated  the  project  team  on  their  eloquent 
presentation  on  sustainability  of  the  built  environment,  but  stated  that  the  presentation  was  mute  with 
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regard  to  the  natural  environment  especially  for  San  Francisco.  He  stated  that  he  is  especially 
concerned  about  the  use  of  riprap  and  other  hard  armoring  along  the  shoreline.  This  hard  armoring  is 
not  only  aesthetically  unattractive  but  blocks  public  access,  for  example  for  kayakers,  and  harmful  to 
the  habitat  itself.   It  does  not  provide  a  natural  transition  that  would  include  wetlands,  sand,  eel  grass, 
offshore  native  oyster  reefs,  etc.  Given  the  actual  erosion  conditions  that  are  based  on  site  specific 
data  (not  distant  data  from  the  Airport  which  is  unlikely  and  unsuitable  for  this  area),  the  natural  living 
shoreline  approach  should  receive  a  lot  more  attention,  especially  along  the  northern  shoreline  in  Indian 
Basin  and  the  entire  southern  shoreline  along  Yosemite  Slough.  (See  explanatory  document)  He 
requested  that  the  living  shoreline  approach  be  looked  at  in  more  detail. 

Rev.  Arnold  Townsend,  Co-Pastor,  resident  of  Hunters  Point  Bayview  neighborhood,  stated  that  he  has 
been  involved  in  a  lot  of  development  activities  in  San  Francisco  for  the  past  forty  years,  and  that  this  is 
the  most  effective  project  he  has  seen  in  the  last  40  years.  He  has  attended  many  hearings  and  is  here 
out  of  concern.  Everybody  has  to  agree  that  what  is  there  now  is  not  good  for  anyone,  not  for  the  City 
of  San  Francisco  and  residents  in  terms  of  toxic  and  environmental  issues.  He  feels  that  something 
needs  to  be  done  quickly.  Rev.  Townsend  stated  that  the  benefits  of  this  project  outweigh  the 
concerns,  e.g.,  the  basic  needs  of  the  community  such  as  decent  housing,  a  safe  environment  for 
children,  and  bringing  in  economic  advantages  that  will  cause  the  neighborhood  to  be  equitable  with 
other  San  Francisco  neighborhoods  are  more  important  than  accommodating  kayakers.  This  project 
will  do  that  and  is  big  enough  to  accommodate  natural  and  non-natural  shoreline  issues.  All  the  vetting 
has  been  wonderful  and  has  made  the  project  comprehensive.  No  one  is  getting  healthier  with  the 
project  remaining  as  it  is. 

Mr.  Eric  Butler,  Bayview  resident,  stated  that  he  is  trained  in  HAZMAT,  lead  abatement,  asbestos,  and 
discussed  the  environmental  concerns  in  the  community.  He  stated  that  he  would  like  to  apply  his 
HAZMAT  skills  in  the  Bayview  community.  He  feels  that  the  project  should  go  forward  for  the  sake  of 
education  and  job  opportunities  for  the  community. 

Ms.  Ah  Coleman  stated  that  she  is  a  mother  of  two  boys  and  is  a  Bayview  resident  whose  son  practices 
basketball.  She  is  concerned  with  safety  issues  at  neighborhood  parks,  e.g.  insufficient  lighting,  and 
that  she  has  to  drive  to  basketball  games  in  Contra  Costa  County  because  the  neighborhood  parks  are 
not  safe  and  the  field  is  not  large  enough.  She  stated  that  new  parks  would  open  up  opportunities  for 
kids  in  the  neighborhood  and  spoke  in  favor  of  tearing  down  the  housing  so  she  would  not  have  to 
worry  about  her  children  getting  lead  poisoning. 

Ms.  Noreen  Weeden,  Golden  Gate  Audubon,  stated  that  in  2004,  Golden  Gate  Audubon  worked  with 
the  community  and  produced  a  report,  the  "Final  Watershed  Report",  on  Yosemite  Slough  where  they 
identified  that  there  are  118  species  of  birds,  9  mammals,  5  reptiles  and  amphibians,  and  14  species  of 
butterflies  that  use  the  area,  and  that  is  in  the  current  degraded  state.  She  spoke  in  support  of  a  plan  to 
restore  the  Yosemite  Slough  wetlands,  which  has  been  recognized  by  the  California  Coastal 
Conservancy  who  supported  the  Candlestick  Restoration  Plan  for  the  restoration  of  Yosemite  Slough. 
She  spoke  in  opposition  to  the  bridge  over  Yosemite  Slough  and  stated  that  it  would  divide  the 
community  instead  of  having  them  enjoy  a  park  that  can  be  restored.  The  project  also  did  not  look  at 
some  of  the  issues  that  would  be  involved  if  a  bridge  was  to  be  built.  It  assumes  that  it  would  be  part  of 
the  Bay  Trail  and  that  is  not  true.  The  project  does  not  look  at  the  destruction,  habitat  fragmentation 
and  nesting  islands  that  are  proposed  in  Yosemite  Slough  and  the  impacts  that  the  bridge  would  have 
on  that.  The  project  does  not  address  other  impacts  from  a  bridge  such  as  pollution,  stormwater  runoff, 
shading  impacts,  lighting  and  noise,  local  wildlife,  impact  to  plant  life,  and  existing  eel  beds  in  the  area. 
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Ms.  Weeden  stated  that  many  people  today  come  to  Candlestick  to  enjoy  the  wildlife  that  is  there. 
There  is  an  opportunity  to  make  it  better  for  the  public,  community  and  visitors  and  can  be  a  draw  for 
people  to  frequent  the  area.  The  project  is  proposing  that  10,000  trees  be  planted,  but  does  not  talk 
about  a  plan  to  place  appropriate  trees.  It  is  another  opportunity  to  improve  the  habitat  of  the  area.  The 
parkland  includes  a  parking  space  which  is  covering  up  a  toxic  area-it  is  a  parking  space  for  the 
stadium,  which  is  an  area  of  concern. 

Ms.  Christina  Sandoval,  Hunters  Point  resident,  stated  that  she  feels  that  the  area  is  already  divided  as 
a  community  from  one  sector  to  the  next.  She  loves  this  project  and  believes  it  would  bring  about 
change  for  the  youth  community.  She  stated  that  she  resides  in  Hunters  Point  West  A  which  is  down 
the  hill  from  Hunters  Point,  which  has  one  basketball  court  that  is  broken,  no  parks,  and  no  Girls  and 
Boys  Club.  They  have  165  housing  units  which  does  not  include  affordable  housing  on  the  other  side, 
where  each  resident  may  have  4  to  5  kids  each  with  nothing  for  them  to  do.  This  project  would  bring 
parks  to  the  neighborhood  that  would  give  kids  something  to  do  so  they  would  stay  out  of  trouble  and 
keep  them  in  their  own  neighborhood. 

Mr.  Michael  Patton  supported  the  project's  plan  for  open  space  which  he  believes  would  be  beneficial 
for  the  kids.  He  stated  that  this  project  is  good  for  the  community  and  that  everybody  is  waiting  and 
excited. 

Commissioner  Martin  noted  in  response  to  public  comment  that  there  appeared  to  be  a 
misunderstanding  on  the  part  of  the  public  regarding  the  Commission's  role  and  impact  on  the 
construction  schedule  and  suggested  Lennar  attempt  additional  means  of  communication  to  relay  an 
accurate  message  regarding  schedule  to  the  community.  Mr.  Stephen  Proud,  Lennar,  stated  that  the 
Environmental  Impact  Report  has  been  published  and  work  is  being  done  on  the  response  to 
comments.  The  project  team  is  in  the  process  of  negotiating  a  range  of  action  and  entitlement 
documents  with  City  partners  that  will  become  available  in  the  next  two  to  three-month  period.  There 
will  be  a  Design  for  Development  Document  that  will  talk  about  the  built  environment  that  will  be  the 
subject  of  discussion  at  the  community  level,  with  the  Community  Advisory  Committee,  Bayview  PAC, 
and  the  Planning  Commission.  There  will  be  a  Development  Disposition  Agreement  (DDA)  that  has 
control  of  the  overall  transaction  structure  for  the  project  that  would  be  brought  to  the  community  and 
Redevelopment  Agency  Commission  for  review.  There  are  a  series  of  entitlement  documents  that  are 
in  various  stages  of  drafts  and  productions  working  their  way  through.  The  goal  is  to  try  to  get  through 
the  entitlement  process  in  the  June  2010  timeframe.  Meetings  are  being  held  on  documents  and  the 
outreach  and  community  process  will  continue  along  with  the  formal  process  with  City  agencies  and  the 
Board  of  Supervisors.  Mr.  Lawson  stated  that  there  is  a  DDA  Executive  Summary  available  that  would 
be  sent  to  Commissioners. 

Commissioner  Martin  inquired  when  people  in  the  area  would  start  to  see  activity/construction  on  the 
project.  Mr.  Proud  stated  that  construction  has  started,  and  that  by  the  fall  to  the  end  of  this  year,  they 
would  be  breaking  ground  for  the  project.  He  discussed  the  challenging  finance  and  housing  market, 
but  stated  that  once  financing  is  in  place,  they  would  be  ready  to  start  on  Phase  1.  In  regards  to  Phase 
2  -  a  lot  of  programs  are  dependent  on  ultimate  conveyance  of  the  property  from  the  Navy.  Right  now, 
they  believe  that  the  first  properties  that  were  conveyed  from  the  Navy  as  well  as  the  footprint  for  the 
stadium  would  be  conveyed  from  the  Navy  to  the  City  in  early  201 1 .  At  that  point,  entitlements  would 
be  in  place  and  applications  would  be  submitted  to  the  City  to  do  work  in  those  phases  of  the  project. 
Commissioner  Martin  inquired  whether  there  would  or  could  be  any  projects  started  currently  that  would 
provide  relief  for  the  community,  especially  the  improved  play  areas  as  had  been  requested  by  public 
comment.  Mr.  Lawson  stated  that  some  projects  are  underway,  e.g.  Alice  Griffith  has  federal  money  to 
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do  lead  abatement,  and  they  would  look  at  play  areas.  Commissioner  Gravanis  suggested 
communicating  the  timeline  to  the  community.  She  stated  that  there  is  a  perceived  feeling  of 
incompatibility  of  maximizing  sustainability  of  habitat  and  wildlife  with  maximizing  jobs,  housing,  and 
economic  development,  but  that  it  should  all  be  inclusive.  Commissioner  Gravanis  requested  that  Ms. 
Weeden's  issues  be  addressed  in  the  EIR. 

Mr.  Lawson  reported  that  the  response  to  comments  would  be  complete  by  mid  to  end  of  March.  The 
aim  is  to  have  the  EIR  Certification  in  place  by  April,  early  May.  There  would  be  an  opportunity  for  the 
Policy  Committee  to  provide  comments.  Commissioner  Gravanis  requested  additional  discussion  on 
the  Biodiversity  Section  of  the  Plan. 

5.  Director's  Updates.  Speaker:  David  Assmann,  Acting  Director  (Informational  Report  and  Discussion). 
Director's  updates  were  not  heard  at  this  time. 

6.  Announcements.  (Discussion)  There  were  no  announcements  made  at  this  time. 

7.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Discussion)  Commissioner  Wald  suggested  that  the  March 
meeting  include  (1)  a  discussion  on  the  response  to  Commission  Questionnaires  to  environmental 
organizations;  and  (2)  discussion  of  tree  maintenance  issues.  Commissioner  Gravanis  suggested 
inviting  relevant  parties  from  Planning,  Department  of  Public  Works  (DPW),  San  Francisco  Tree 
Council,  Mayor's  Office,  and  Budget  Analyst  (people  who  have  knowledge  about  the  cost  of  tree 
maintenance  and  ways  the  City  can  fund  the  program).  Commissioner  Martin  suggested  requesting 
input  from  the  Department  of  Public  Works  about  a  proposal  to  put  the  city  trees  into  public  care. 

Additional  future  agenda  item  requests  included  (1)  Green  Building  discussion  on  energy  efficiency  for 
existing  buildings  and  overview  of  current  work  (April  meeting);  (2)  discussion  on  the 
disposal/transportation  waste  contract  after  negotiations  are  complete  but  before  the  contract  goes 
before  the  Board  of  Supervisors.  Mr.  Westlund  stated  that  he  would  report  back  on  a  date  that  would 
be  feasible  to  hold  a  discussion  (possibly  May). 

8.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

9.  Adjournment.  The  Policy  Committee  meeting  adjourned  at  6:58  p.m. 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1 )  the  Commission's  office,  1 1  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco, 
California  between  the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Committee  meeting  website 

https://sites.qoogle.eom/a/sfenvironment.org/commission/policv-committee  with  each  agenda,  or  (3)  upon  request  to  the 
Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone  number  415-355-3709  or  via  e-mail  at  Monica.Fish(a>sfqov.orq. 


'Approved:  March  8,  2010 
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NOTICE  OF  REGULAR  MEETING  AND  AGENDA 
MONDAY,  MARCH  8,  2010,  5:00  P.M. 
City  Hall,  Room  421 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
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SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


COMMITTEE  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Johanna  Wald  (Chair),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice-Chair),  Jane 
MarieFrancis  Martin 

ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 
Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Committee  takes  action  on  any  item. 

1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call. 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  February  22,  2010  Policy  Committee  Rescheduled  Meeting. 

(Explanatory  Document:  February  22,  2010  Draft  Minutes)  (Discussion  and  Action) 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda. 

4.  Review  of  Responses  from  Environmental  Organizations  to  the  Commission  on  the 
Environment's  Outreach  Survey.  The  Committee  may  make  recommendations  for  a  follow-up  to  the 
survey  and  may  refer  this  item  to  the  Commission  for  consideration.  (Explanatory  Document: 
Commission  Survey  to  Environmental  Organizations  and  Summary  of  Responses)  Sponsor: 
Commissioner  Jane  MarieFrancis  Martin;  Department  Speaker:  Jean  Walsh,  Public  Outreach  Specialist 
(Discussion  and  Possible  Action) 

5.  Status  of  Urban  Forest  Master  Plan  Revision  and  Potential  Changes  to  the  Management  of  the 
Urban  Forest.  Sponsor:  Commissioner  Jane  MarieFrancis  Martin;  Speakers:  Planning  and 
Department  of  Public  Works  Representatives;  Rob  Dusenbury,  Senior  Designer,  Sherwood  Design 
Engineers;  Terry  Milne,  Urban  Forestry  Council  Chair  (30  minutes)  (Discussion  and  Possible  Action) 

6.  Approval  of  Resolution  requesting  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  support  the  Golden 
Gate  Park  Alliance's  request  for  the  Planning  Department  to  prepare  an  Environmental  Impact 
Report  (EIR)  for  the  Beach  Chalet  Soccer  Field  project.  The  Policy  Committee  shall  discuss  and 
vote  on  the  Resolution  for  recommendation  to  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  to  consider  at  their 
March  23  meeting.  Sponsor:  Commissioner  Ruth  Gravanis  (Explanatory  Documents:  Draft  Resolution 
File  No.  2010-02-COE  and  "New  Soccer  Complex  to  Drastically  Alter  Golden  Gate  Park  and  Ocean 
Beach")  Speakers:  Kathy  Howard,  Member  Steering  Committee,  Golden  Gate  Park  Preservation 
Alliance  and  Noreen  Weeden,  Audubon  Society  representative  (Presentation  time:  10  minutes) 
(Discussion  and  Action) 

7.  Director's  Updates.  Speaker:  David  Assmann,  Acting  Director  (Informational  Report  and  Discussion) 

8.  Announcements.  (Discussion) 


9.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Discussion) 

10.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda. 

11.  Adjournment. 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

The  next  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  meeting  is  scheduled  for  Monday,  April  12,  2010  at  5:00  p.m.  in 
Room  421,  City  Hall. 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1)  the  Commission's  office,  11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  California  between 
the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Policy  Committee  meeting  website 

https://sites.qooqle.eom/a/sfenvironment.orq/commission/policy-committee,  (3)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary  at 
telephone  number  41 5-355-3709,  or  via  e-mail  at  Monica. Fish(S)sfqov. org  within  three  business  days  of  a  meeting.  If  any  materials 
related  to  an  item  on  this  agenda  have  been  distributed  to  the  Commission  Policy  Committee  after  distribution  of  the  agenda  packet, 
those  materials  are  available  for  public  inspection  at  the  Department  of  the  Environment,  11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
during  normal  office  hours  or  will  be  made  available  at  the  meeting  website  link 

https://sites.qooqle.eom/a/sfenvironment.orq/commission/policy-committee  as  links  with  each  agenda  or  meeting  minutes. 

Important  Information 

The  ringing  of  and  use  of  cell  phones,  pagers  and  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices  are  prohibited  at  this  meeting.  Please  be 
advised  that  the  Chair  may  order  the  removal  from  the  meeting  room  of  any  person(s)  responsible  for  the  ringing  or  use  of  a  cell  phone, 
pager,  or  other  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices. 

NOTE:  Persons  unable  to  attend  the  meeting  may  submit  to  the  Committee,  by  the  time  the  proceedings  begin, 
written  comments  regarding  the  agenda  items  above.  These  comments  will  be  made  a  part  of  the  official  public 
record  and  shall  be  brought  to  the  attention  of  the  Committee  members.  Any  written  comments  should  be  sent 
to:  Commission  Secretary  of  the  Environment,  11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102  or  by  email  at 
IVIonica.Fish@sfgov.org  by  5:00  p.m.  on  the  day  prior  to  the  hearing.  Comments  which  cannot  be  delivered  to  the 
Commission  Secretary  by  that  time,  may  be  taken  directly  to  the  hearing  at  the  location  above.  When  bringing 
handouts  to  meetings,  please  photocopy  on  both  sides  of  the  paper  and  try  to  use  post-consumer  recycled  or 
tree-free  paper.  Also,  please  bring  sufficient  copies  of  handouts  for  the  Committee,  the  Commission  Secretary 
and  the  public. 

Public  Comment 

At  this  time,  members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  items  of  interest  that  are  within  the  subject  matter  jurisdiction  of  the 
Committee  but  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  Public  comment  will  be  taken  foilowing  each  agendized  item.  Each  member  of  the  public 
may  address  the  Committee  for  up  to  three  minutes,  unless  otherwise  announced  by  the  Chair.  If  it  is  demonstrated  that  the  comments 
by  the  public  will  exceed  15  minutes,  the  Chair  may  continue  Public  Comment  to  another  time  during  the  meeting. 

The  Brown  Act  forbids  the  Committee  from  taking  action  or  discussing  any  item  or  issue  not  appearing  on  the  posted  agenda.  This  rule 
applies  to  issues  raised  in  public  comment  as  well.   In  response  to  public  comment,  not  on  an  agendized  item,  the  Committee  is  limited 

to: 

1.  Briefly  responding  to  statements  made  or  questions  posed  by  members  of  the  public,  or 

2.  Request  staff  to  report  back  on  a  matter  at  a  subsequent  meeting,  or 

3.  Directing  staff  to  place  the  item  or  issue  on  a  future  agenda  (Government  Code  Section  54954.2(a).) 

Disability  Access 

The  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  Meeting  will  be  held  at  City  Hall,  Room  421,  One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  S 
Francisco,  CA  94102,  in  the  Civic  Center  area.  The  meeting  room  is  wheelchair  accessible.  The  closest  accessible  BART  station  is  the 
Civic  Center  Station  at  United  Nations  Plaza  and  Market  Street.  Accessible  MUNI  lines  serving  this  location  are:  #71  Haight/Noriega  and 
the  F  Line  to  Market  and  Van  Ness  and  the  Metro  Stations  at  Van  Ness  and  Market  and  at  Civic  Center.  For  information  about  MUNI 
accessible  services  call  (415)  923-6142.  There  is  accessible  curbside  parking  adjacent  to  City  Hall  on  Grove  Street  and  Van  Ness  Aveni 
and  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Veterans  Building  at  401  Van  Ness  Avenue  adjacent  to  Davies  Hall  and  the  War  Memorial  Complex. 

The  following  services  are  available  on  request  48  hours  prior  to  the  meeting;  except  for  Monday  meetings,  for  which  the  deadline  shall  I 
4:00  p.m.  of  the  last  business  day  of  the  preceding  week:  For  American  sign  language  interpreters  or  the  use  of  a  reader  during  a  meetin 
a  sound  enhancement  system,  and/or  alternative  formats  of  the  agenda  and  minutes,  please  contact  Monica  Fish  at  (415)  355-3709  to 
make  arrangements  for  the  accommodation.  Late  requests  will  be  honored,  if  possible. 


In  order  to  assist  the  City's  efforts  to  accommodate  persons  with  severe  allergies,  environmental  illnesses,  multiple  chemical  sensitivity 
or  related  disabilities,  attendees  at  public  meetings  are  reminded  that  other  attendees  may  be  sensitive  to  various  chemical  based 
products.  Please  help  the  City  accommodate  these  individuals.  Individuals  with  chemical  sensitivity  or  related  disabilities  should  call 
the  Mayor's  Office  on  Disability  at  (415)  554-6789  or  (415)  554-6799  (TTY)  for  further  information. 

Know  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance 
(Chapter  67  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code) 

Government's  duty  is  to  serve  the  public,  reaching  its  decisions  in  full  view  of  the  public.  Commissions,  boards,  councils,  and  other 
agencies  of  the  City  and  County  exist  to  conduct  the  people's  business.  This  ordinance  assures  that  deliberations  are  conducted 
before  the  people  and  that  City  operations  are  open  to  the  people's  review.  For  more  information  on  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine 
Ordinance  or  to  report  a  violation  of  the  ordinance,  contact  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  Task  Force,  Sunshine  Task  Force  Administrator, 
City  Hall,  Room  409,  1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102-4683  at  Phone  No.:  (415)  554-7724;  Fax  No.:  (415) 
554-7854;  E-mail:  sotf@sfqov.orq.  Copies  of  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  can  be  obtained  from  the  Clerk  of  the  Sunshine  Task  Force,  the 
San  Francisco  Public  Library  and  on  the  City's  website  at  www.sfqov.org. 

Lobbyist  Registration  and  Reporting  Requirements 

Individuals  and  entities  that  influence  or  attempt  to  influence  local  legislative  or  administrative  action  may  be  required  by  the  San 
Francisco  Lobbyist  Ordinance  [SF  Campaign  &  Governmental  Conduct  Code  §2.100,  et.  seq]  to  register  and  report  lobbying  activity. 
For  more  information  about  the  Lobbyist  Ordinance,  please  contact  the  Ethics  Commission  at:  25  Van  Ness  Avenue,  Second  Floor,  San 
Francisco,  CA  94102;  telephone  (415)  252-3100,  fax  (415)  252-3112;  web  site  at  www.sfgov.org/ethics. 


Posted:  March  2.  2010 
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COMMITTEE  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Johanna  Wald  (Chair),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice-Chair),  Jane 
MarieFrancis  Martin 


ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 
Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Committee  takes  action  on  any  item. 

1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call.  The  Policy  Committee  meeting  convened  at  5:00  p.m.  Present:  Vice- 
Chair  Gravanis  and  Commissioner  Martin  (Excused:  Chair  Wald). 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  February  22,  2010  Policy  Committee  Rescheduled  Meeting. 

(Explanatory  Document:  February  22,  2010  Draft  and  Approved  Minutes)  (Discussion  and  Action)  Ms. 
Fish  reported  that  the  Draft  Minutes  before  the  Commissioners  is  a  corrected  version  with 
Commissioner  Martin's  proposed  changes,  and  that  the  previous  version  was  not  posted. 
Commissioner  Martin  reported  on  the  suggested  changes.  Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Martin  and 
second  by  Commissioner  Gravanis,  the  February  22,  2010  Policy  Committee  Meeting  Minutes  was 
approved  with  the  inclusion  of  Commissioner  Martin's  revisions  without  objection  (AYES: 
Commissioners  Gravanis  and  Martin;  Absent:  Commissioner  Wald) 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  Mr.  John  Lynn  Smith,  Law  Firm  of  Reed 
Smith,  stated  that  he  represents  Waste  Management  of  Alameda  County,  the  current  provider  of 
disposal  capacity  to  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco.  He  stated  that  he  appeared  at  the  January 
26,  2010  full  Commission  meeting  to  discuss  a  bid  protest  that  was  filed  on  the  tentative  award  to  the 
new  contract.  Mr.  Smith  stated  that  Commissioner  Pelosi  Jr.  had  asked  him  to  outline  his  concerns  in 
writing  and  send  them  to  the  Commission,  which  he  delivered  on  February  23.  He  inquired  whether  the 
Commission  received  the  letter  and  if  there  were  any  questions.  Mr.  Smith  asked  that  this  item  be 
added  as  an  agenda  item  for  either  a  full  Commission  or  Subcommittee  meeting  to  discuss  issues  that 
were  raised  in  the  bid  protest;  e.g.,  the  Request  for  Proposal's  (RFP)  inclusion  of  disposal  elements, 
but  not  transportation  elements.  He  stated  that  he  had  outlined  in  the  letter  that  the  opportunity  exists 
with  Waste  Management  with  its  leading  edge  technology  to  take  waste  that  is  already  in  place  at  the 
Altamont  landfill,  convert  that  waste  to  liquid  natural  gas,  and  compress  it  to  Compressed  Natural  Gas 
(CNG)  at  the  site  to  fuel  its  transportation  vehicles.  It  is  a  nearly  zero  carbon  footprint  fuel  and  would 
reduce  the  carbon  footprint  and  greenhouse  gas  emissions  by  two-thirds  as  compared  to  a  rail-haul 
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opportunity.  Mr.  Smith  urged  the  Committee  to  reagendize  this  item  so  the  City  has  the  opportunity  to 
fully  examine  and  explore  those  elements  in  the  RFP  that  may  have  been  expanded  and  in  which 
notice  was  not  provided  to  the  participating  parties,  as  well  as  to  explore  opportunities  that  the  City  has 
to  reduce  its  greenhouse  gas  emissions  by  a  comprehensive  approach  to  disposal  options.  Ms.  Fish 
reported  that  the  February  23  letter  that  Mr.  Smith  referred  to  was  forwarded  to  all  Commissioners,  and 
that  the  Landfill  Search  update  was  scheduled  for  hearing  at  the  March  23  Commission  meeting. 

4.  Review  of  Responses  from  Environmental  Organizations  to  the  Commission  on  the 
Environment's  Outreach  Survey.  The  Committee  may  make  recommendations  for  a  follow-up  to  the 
survey  and  may  refer  this  item  to  the  Commission  for  consideration.  (Explanatory  Documents: 
Commission  Survey  to  Environmental  Organizations,  Summary  of  Responses,  and  Individual 
Responses)  Sponsor:  Commissioner  Jane  MarieFrancis  Martin;  Department  Speaker:  Jean  Walsh, 
Public  Outreach  Specialist  (Discussion  and  Possible  Action) 

Ms.  Walsh  reported  that  the  survey  was  emailed  at  the  end  of  October/beginning  of  November  through 
an  online  survey  tool  to  75  groups  in  the  Bay  Area  that  includes  neighborhood  groups,  community- 
based  organizations,  non-profits,  and  environmental  organizations.  She  stated  that  the  survey 
contained  ten  questions,  and  twelve  responses  were  received.  Ms.  Walsh  highlighted  the  individual 
and  summary  of  responses  as  reflected  in  the  explanatory  documents.  Committee  members  and  Ms. 
Walsh  suggested  providing  outreach  to  groups  about  providing  meeting  agendas  because  43%  stated 
that  they  did  not  see  agendas  or  know  about  the  meetings.  Committee  members  indicated  that  they 
would  provide  follow-up  suggestions  in  the  future. 

Public  Comment:  Ms.  Kathy  Howard  cited  the  survey  question  "Are  there  general  environmental  areas 
of  concern  that  you  feel  needs  more  attention?"  and  the  survey  response  that  asked  "Does  the 
Commission  weigh  in  on  environmental  effects  of  City  Planning  decisions?"  Ms.  Howard  stated  it  is  a 
good  idea  to  do  so. 

5.  Status  of  Urban  Forest  Master  Plan  Revision  and  Potential  Changes  to  the  Management  of  the 
Urban  Forest.  Sponsor:  Commissioner  Jane  MarieFrancis  Martin;  Speakers:  Carla  Short,  Department 
of  Public  Works  Representative,  Terry  Milne,  Urban  Forestry  Council  Chair,  Doug  Wildman,  Friends  of 
the  Urban  Forest,  and  Mei  Ling  Hui,  Urban  Forestry  Council  Coordinator  (Discussion  and  Possible 
Action)  Commissioner  Martin  reported  that  the  Planning  Department  and  Sherwood  Design  were 
invited  to  present  an  update  on  the  status  of  the  Urban  Forest  Master  Plan,  but  were  not  present  at  this 
meeting. 

Ms.  Carla  Short,  Department  of  Public  Works  (DPW),  Urban  Forestry  Division  was  present  to  discuss 
the  potential  changes  to  the  management  of  the  urban  forest.  She  stated  that  DPW  is  considering 
relinquishment  of  maintenance  responsibility  for  trees  in  the  public  right  of  way  to  adjacent  property 
owners.  She  explained  that  this  proposal  is  a  means  of  bringing  DPW's  asset  base  in  line  with  its 
resource  base  for  maintenance  and  would  provide  a  more  equitable  approach  to  maintenance 
responsibility  because  currently,  the  responsibility  for  maintenance  of  two-thirds  of  the  City's  street 
trees  are  with  adjacent  property  owners  and  one-third  with  DPW.  The  proposal  would  propose 
relinquishing  the  majority  of  trees  maintained  by  DPW  to  adjacent  property  owners  as  exists  for  the 
two-thirds. 

DPW  would  retain  jurisdiction,  existing  protections  would  remain  in  place,  and  pruning  standards  would 
still  apply.  Commissioner  Martin  inquired  about  the  number  of  trees  impacted  for  relinquishment.  Ms. 
Short  stated  that  the  exact  number  of  trees  is  being  analyzed.  She  explained  that  DPW  maintains 
40,000  street  trees.  It  would  continue  to  maintain  all  trees  in  medians,  along  certain  primary  corridors 
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such  as  Market  Street,  and  certain  trees  that  were  planted  in  the  last  few  years  for  the  Trees  for 
Tomorrow  program  because  property  owners  were  promised  that  the  city  would  have  that  maintenance 
responsibility.  Commissioner  Martin  inquired  about  the  dollar  savings  to  DPW.  Ms.  Short  sated  that 
she  would  report  back  on  this  information.  Commissioner  Martin  inquired  what  the  funding  would  be  for 
maintenance  of  the  40,000  trees  currently,  and  what  amount  it  would  take  to  continue  the  maintenance. 
Ms.  Short  stated  that  funding  is  assigned  to  Bureau  of  Urban  Forestry  crews  that  do  tree  maintenance, 
landscape  maintenance,  and  to  the  cement  shop  that  makes  repairs  around  sidewalk  trees.  She 
explained  that  roughly  one  million  dollars  is  received  in  sales  tax  funding  for  tree  maintenance  annually, 
and  that  she  would  provide  specific  dollar  amounts  at  a  future  date.  Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  it 
would  be  beneficial  to  review  this  data  when  looking  at  the  Urban  Forest  Master  Plan  revision  and 
different  scenarios  to  either  consolidate  maintenance  or  redistribute  it. 

Commissioner  Martin  asked  if  the  proposal  to  relinquish  maintenance  is  currently  in  process  or  is  being 
looked  at  as  a  last  resort.  Ms.  Short  stated  that  the  proposal  is  not  a  last  resort  and  is  being  seriously 
considered  because  DPW  has  recently  laid-off  14  staff  members  that  played  a  direct  role  in  maintaining 
San  Francisco  trees  and  landscape.  She  explained  that  the  industry  standard  for  pruning  trees  is  every 
three  years  depending  on  the  species,  and  the  current  cycle  with  the  recent  loss  of  staffing  is  once 
every  nine  years.  The  department  would  like  to  make  sure  that  it  is  not  just  doing  emergency  response. 
The  more  that  maintenance  is  deferred  it  is  more  likely  that  there  will  be  emergencies,  and  as 
emergencies  increase,  it  defers  routine  maintenance  even  more.  So  unless  there  is  a  change  in 
resources,  the  department  needs  to  look  at  a  change  in  assets. 

Commissioner  Martin  inquired  whether  a  review  has  been  done  on  the  change  to  environmental 
benefits  and  the  quality  of  tree  care  that  would  be  provided  as  a  result  of  relinquishment.  Ms.  Short 
stated  that  there  has  not  been  sufficient  research  done  to  be  able  to  state  a  finding  with  confidence. 
She  cited  research  prepared  by  a  Masters  Degree  student  at  U.C.  Berkeley.  She  found  that  when  trees 
were  maintained  by  the  department,  they  were  larger,  more  mature  and  consistently  maintained  in 
comparison  with  trees  maintained  by  adjacent  property  owners.  Ms.  Short  stated  that  it  is  important  to 
consider  having  experienced  professionals  perform  tree  care  because  property  owners  without 
intention  of  their  own  often  end  up  damaging  trees,  which  would  end  up  requiring  removal  or  more 
maintenance  responsibility  because  of  the  stress  response  to  the  damage.  Ideally,  there  would  be 
professional  and  good  tree  care  for  every  tree  in  the  City. 

Commissioner  Martin  inquired  whether  there  are  pruning  standards  that  are  required  but  not  being 
enforced.  Ms.  Short  stated  that  the  Board  of  Supervisors  adopted  pruning  standards  that  were 
recommended  and  written  by  the  Urban  Forestry  Council.  Enforcement  exists,  but  it  usually  takes 
place  after  damage  has  already  taken  place.  Having  a  standardized  system  of  who  would  do  the  work 
would  not  eliminate  illegal  pruning  but  might  improve  the  quality  of  pruning.  Commissioner  Martin 
inquired  whether  DPW  was  looking  at  enforcement  since  more  trees  would  be  in  the  care  of  people 
who  are  not  trained.  Ms.  Short  stated  that  the  department  is  considering  and  discussing  these 
concerns.  DPW  is  interested  in  the  best  solution  and  is  looking  at  as  many  alternatives  as  possible, 
e.g.,  what  the  costs  would  be  for  additional  tree  maintenance  responsibility  and  the  cost  savings  in 
relinquishing  trees.  However,  the  new  budget  reduction  is  looking  at  asset  reduction  and  not  taking  on 
more  responsibility. 

Commissioner  Martin  inquired  what  could  be  done  to  improve  the  situation  or  to  maintain  the  status 
quo.  Ms.  Short  responded  a  long-term  funding  mechanism.  Ms.  Short  stated  that  an  outdated 
research  (2005)  was  prepared  that  indicated  that  the  cost  of  DPW  maintaining  all  street  trees  would  be 
approximately  $23  million  annually.  That  would  allow  for  restocking  as  needed  and  additional  planting 
for  a  three-year  pruning  cycle.  DPW  is  discussing  updating  the  in-house  analysis.  Commissioner 
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Martin  asked  what  the  process  would  be  aside  from  the  cost.  Ms.  Short  stated  that  the  Urban  Forestry 
Ordinance  that  is  part  of  the  Public  Works  Code  allows  the  department  to  take  over  tree  maintenance 
by  notifying  the  adjacent  property  owners  and  then  scheduling  public  hearings  on  an  as  requested 
basis.  There  is  a  process  in  place  to  relinquish  tree  maintenance  responsibility  and  take  over  tree 
maintenance  responsibility. 

Commissioner  Martin  inquired  what  the  process  would  be  if  the  department  would  select  relinquishment 
of  tree  maintenance  and  how  the  public  would  be  notified.  Ms.  Short  stated  that  the  Public  Works  Code 
requires  proper  notification,  e.g.,  a  notice  would  have  to  be  placed  on  the  tree,  impacted  and  adjacent 
property  owners  would  receive  a  letter  on  the  proposal  to  relinquish  the  trees,  and  public  hearings 
would  be  held  on  the  request  of  property  owners.  Those  hearings  would  be  held  at  City  Hall  with  a 
hearing  officer  appointed  by  the  DPW  Director.  Ms.  Short  confirmed  that  if  this  were  to  move  forward, 
25,000  trees  would  have  to  be  noticed,  and  mail  notification  would  be  sent  to  adjacent  property  owners. 
Commissioner  Martin  asked  if  there  was  a  possibility  to  do  a  mass  notification  instead  of  on  the 
individual  trees.  Ms.  Short  explained  that  would  require  an  amendment  to  Article  16  of  the  Public 
Works  Code  that  may  be  considered  and  would  have  to  go  before  the  Board  of  Supervisors. 

Ms.  Short  stated  that  DPW  and  Planning  are  interested  in  moving  the  Urban  Forest  Plan  forward  and 
are  looking  at  grant  applications  for  additional  funding.  She  stated  that  it  would  be  helpful  to  look  at 
best  practices  in  other  municipalities  as  well  as  including  a  survey  of  existing  trees  because  there  are 
many  trees  that  are  maintained  by  adjacent  property  owners  that  are  not  captured  in  any  database.  It 
is  essential  to  have  records  of  what  exists  to  plan  for  the  City's  future.  Reasonably  good  records  do 
exist  for  trees  that  DPW,  Friends  of  the  Urban  Forest  (FUF),  property  owners,  and  developers  have 
planted  with  a  permit,  but  people  frequently  plant  trees  with  no  process. 

Ms.  Short  stated  that  as  far  as  enforcement,  Article  16  outlines  what  is  legal  or  not— it  is  unlawful  to 
remove  a  street  tree  planted  in  the  public  right  of  way  without  a  permit  because  it  is  protected  under  the 
Code.  DPW  most  frequently  deals  with  street  trees  and  street  trees  that  are  in  unaccepted  streets  and 
other  public  rights  of  way  as  well  as  on  DPW  property  that  are  protected  under  the  Code.  There  is  a 
description  in  Article  16  on  what  maintenance  shall  mean  and  when  it  is  the  responsibility  of  the 
adjacent  property  owner  as  well  as  when  it  is  the  responsibility  of  the  department.  It  must  be  consistent 
with  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  Pruning  Standards,  the  American  National  Standards 
Institutes  (ANSCI)  300  standards,  and  ISA  Best  Practices  Pruning  Guidelines,  whichever  is  more 
protective  of  the  trees.  Property  owners  through  deliberate  acts  or  gross  negligence  who  damage  a 
tree  can  receive  a  fine  equal  to  the  value  of  the  tree  or  if  not  known,  an  in-lieu  fee  may  be  charged, 
which  is  what  it  costs  the  department  to  plant  a  tree  and  water  it  for  three  years,  essentially  to 
reestablish  a  tree. 

Commissioner  Martin  inquired  what  the  Commission  or  Committee  can  do  to  provide  support.  Ms. 
Short  stated  that  anything  the  Commission  could  do  to  influence  resources  toward  the  Urban  Forest 
Master  Plan  and  long-term  tree  maintenance  would  be  beneficial.  She  explained  that  the  will  within  the 
departments  is  there,  but  the  financial  crisis  presents  a  need  to  stop  the  process.  Commissioner  Martin 
stated  that  it  would  help  the  process  for  the  Commission  to  know  what  type  of  funding  would  be 
required  to  complete  the  entire  scope  of  the  Plan  or  key  pieces  of  the  Plan  in  addition  to  identifying 
what  key  tasks  could  be  done  in-house  and  resources  that  would  require. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  from  a  fairness  point  of  view,  people  who  purchase  homes  may  be 
unhappy  if  there  had  not  been  full  disclosure  by  the  real  estate  agent  about  the  provisions  in  Article  16 
or  changes  that  could  be  made  to  it  in  terms  of  relinquishment  of  maintenance  responsibility.  She 
discussed  the  possible  negative  reaction  by  property  owners  when  they  realize  the  expense  to  maintain 
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the  large  and  mature  trees  that  were  planted  by  the  Federally  Assisted  Code  Enforcement  (FACE) 
program.  Ms.  Short  explained  that  if  you  buy  a  property  right  now,  in  68,000  cases  you  would  inherit  a 
tree  in  front  of  your  house  if  there  is  one.  She  explained  that  it  is  not  included  in  disclosures  legally  but 
that  DPW  has  worked  with  the  San  Francisco  Association  of  Realtors  to  encourage  them  to  provide 
disclosures.  It  is  possible  that  a  homeowner  may  inherit  a  large  tree  that  cannot  be  removed  just 
because  it  requires  maintenance.  Two-thirds  of  property  owners  have  this  maintenance  responsibility 
because  they  own  property  not  maintained  by  DPW.  It  could  be  said  that  one-third  of  property  owners 
have  their  trees  maintained  for  free  when  two-thirds  don't. 

Ms.  Short  reported  that  the  Urban  Forest  Master  Plan  scope  calls  for  researching  best  practices  from 
other  municipalities  that  might  bolster  an  argument  in  favor  of  relinquishment  of  all  trees  or  taking  over 
maintenance  of  all  trees.  Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  Sherwood  Design  Engineers,  who  is 
responsible  for  that  part  of  the  scope  of  the  plan  revision,  had  completed  the  revision  and  it  sounded  as 
if  the  consultant  would  be  willing  to  package  it  to  distribute.  She  suggested  that  Department  staff  follow 
up  on  acquiring  economic  data  collection  and  analysis  that  was  prepared  by  EDAW.  Acting  Director 
Assmann  asked  if  there  was  discussion  recently  of  what  it  would  take  to  go  to  the  next  stage. 
Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  she  did  not  get  a  detailed  account  of  what  was  included,  but  it  did 
include  the  general  category  of  best  practices.  Acting  Director  Assmann  stated  that  the  Department 
would  be  happy  to  follow-up  with  the  contractor,  but  that  the  stumbling  block  would  still  be  acquiring 
resources. 

Commissioner  Martin  suggested  comparing  key  information  with  the  internal  review  that  DPW  is  doing 
about  taking  on  more  maintenance  if  a  fee  was  imposed  or  relinquishing  tree  maintenance.  The 
relinquishment  discussion  means  that  there  will  be  a  public  forum  for  talking  about  the  way  we 
collectively  maintain  trees,  and  about  the  fairness  issue.  A  discussion  would  be  held  on  the  sorry  state 
of  the  existing  canopy  because  of  budget  cuts  and  the  way  it  was  set  up,  unlike  other  jurisdictions 
where  the  city  or  some  central  agency  takes  care  of  all  of  the  trees.  She  stated  that  her  impression  is 
that  most  property  owners  are  not  aware  that  there  is  another  option  that  may  cost  less.  Commissioner 
Martin  asked  when  the  budget  figures  would  be  available.  Ms.  Short  stated  that  the  department  is 
currently  working  on  preparing  figures  that  would  be  part  of  the  budget  presentation  to  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  for  the  current  budget  cycle. 

Mr.  Terry  Milne,  Urban  Forestry  Council  Chair,  stated  that  the  Council  has  not  been  a  part  of  the  Urban 
Forest  Master  Plan  revision  process  for  over  a  year.  The  Plan  was  discussed  for  about  fourteen 
months  and  then  sent  to  the  Planning  Department  to  work  on,  but  then  budgetary  cuts  arose.  Some 
Council  members  did  attend  general  scoping  meetings  when  the  effort  was  in  progress.  He  stated  that 
the  Council  is  anxious  to  do  whatever  possible  to  move  the  Plan  forward  either  incrementally  or  fully, 
and  it  has  been  in  their  Work  Plan  to  keep  apprised  of  developments.  Environment  staff  has  looked  into 
grants  and  doing  the  work  in  sections  with  assistance  from  the  Council.  Mr.  Milne  reported  on  the 
amount  of  work  that  went  into  developing  the  Plan  before  it  went  to  the  Planning  Department  and  their 
consultants  and  how  the  Council  would  like  to  see  the  Plan  completed. 

Mr.  Milne  recalled  a  discussion  with  the  Department  of  Public  Works  about  taking  over  the  maintenance 
of  all  trees  in  San  Francisco,  which  he  thought  was  the  best  thing  that  could  happen  for  urban  forestry 
in  San  Francisco  but  those  were  the  days  before  the  budget  cuts.  As  far  as  relinquishment  of  tree 
maintenance  to  property  owners,  he  stated  that  he  was  personally  involved  in  a  pilot  project  for 
relinquishment  about  10-12  years  ago  that  ended  up  with  four  trees  being  cut  down  and  most  of  the 
other  trees  were  taken  care  of  by  the  City  because  the  neighborhood  did  not  like  the  idea  that  they 
would  have  to  maintain  mature  trees  at  a  huge  cost,  so  home  owners  started  applying  for  removal 
permits.  He  stated  that  relinquishment  of  tree  maintenance  may  not  be  good  for  San  Francisco's  urban 
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forest  overall,  especially  when  a  large  amount  of  trees  may  be  affected.  Mr.  Milne  reported  that  he  has 
not  talked  to  the  Planning  Department  for  quite  some  time  about  the  status  of  the  Master  Plan  revision. 
Commissioner  Martin  asked  if  the  Urban  Forestry  Council's  preference  was  for  the  Department  of 
Public  Works  to  take  over  maintenance  of  all  trees.   Mr.  Milne  stated  that  Council  members  who  were 
involved  in  these  discussions  felt  that  DPW  could  do  a  better  job  than  individual  home  owners  and 
discussed  the  effect  on  trees  when  and  if  property  ownership  changed.  He  stated  that  some  property 
owners  may  do  a  good  job  and  others  may  not. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  when  the  DPW  budget  goes  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  Budget 
Committee,  Board  members  would  ask  for  information  about  how  much  money  would  be  saved  and 
what  the  difference  would  be  in  the  standard  of  care.  Ms.  Short  stated  that  she  is  not  sure  when  those 
numbers  will  be  available,  but  she  is  anticipating  that  there  will  be  a  lot  of  questions.  The  Department  is 
trying  to  be  responsible  for  trees  that  they  have  maintenance  responsibility  for,  and  that  is  why  this 
proposal  is  being  reviewed.  DPW  has  experienced  a  loss  of  staffing  for  tree  maintenance  and  is  trying 
to  do  the  responsible  thing.  Commissioner  Gravanis  suggested  doing  a  comparison  on  what  it  would 
cost  to  do  the  inspection  and  enforcement  if  trees  are  relinquished,  because  if  these  trees  are 
transferred  to  private  property  owner  responsibility,  then  it  is  possible  that  DPW  would  be  allocating 
staff  time  to  inspect  trees,  put  notices  on  individual  doorknobs,  or  to  tell  them  what  needs  to  be  done, 
then  follow-up  to  see  what  has  been  done,  then  do  required  paperwork,  and  incur  legal  cost  of  appeals. 
She  suggested  comparing  the  costs  and  then  seeing  what  advantages  are  in  terms  of  the  beauty  of  our 
trees. 

Public  Comment:  Ms.  Howard  stated  that  she  is  a  30-year  resident  of  San  Francisco  and  discussed  the 
Eucalyptus  tree  in  front  of  her  residence.  She  discussed  the  poor  pruning  job  that  was  done  by  the 
original  company  that  was  hired  by  her  landlord  and  the  subsequent  hiring  of  a  good  arborist  that  has 
maintained  the  tree  to  its  present  state  of  age  and  beauty.  She  stated  that  trees  are  a  benefit  to  the  City 
and  to  homeowners  and  beautifully  maintained  trees  are  important.  She  expressed  her  discomfort  at 
the  prospect  of  relinquishing  tree  care  to  homeowners  because  of  the  bad  pruning  she  has  seen  in 
neighborhoods.  Ms.  Howard  stated  that  the  cost  of  an  arborist  to  prune  a  tree  may  frighten  people. 
She  suggested  implementing  a  program  where  homeowners  can  have  trees  pruned  by  the  City  and 
actually  pay  for  it  as  a  mechanism  for  retaining  staff.  Ms.  Howard  stated  that  noticing  people  would 
require  providing  instructions  in  many  languages  about  pruning  and  topping  and  would  also  require  a 
web  site  that  contains  pruning  guidelines.  She  spoke  in  support  of  doing  whatever  is  possible  to 
preserve  the  urban  forest. 

Mr.  Doug  Wildman,  Friends  of  the  Urban  Forest  stated  that  he  is  concerned  that  the  relinquishment  of 
tree  maintenance  to  adjacent  property  owners  would  reduce  the  standard  level  of  care  and  eco-system 
services.  He  stated  that  the  quality  of  trees  in  the  city  would  be  reduced  due  to  the  random  nature  of 
hiring  for  tree  maintenance  service  that  would  result  in  poor  pruning  practices,  and  felt  that  tree  removal 
permits  would  be  more  frequent  as  stated  by  Mr.  Milne.  Mr.  Wildman  stated  that  the  City  of  San  Jose 
has  relinquished  the  care  of  their  street  trees  in  the  last  year  and  suggested  learning  from  their 
experience.   Friends  of  the  Urban  Forest  (FUF)  believes  that  the  City's  care  of  trees  would  be  the  best 
scenario  for  all  city  streets.  FUF  was  looking  forward  to  the  Urban  Forest  Plan  providing  direction  in 
this  area.  He  suggested  trying  to  acquire  whatever  portion  was  completed  by  the  contractors  if 
possible.  Commissioner  Martin  asked  if  FUF  could  provide  services  on  the  scope  of  the  Plan  or  for 
fundraising.  Mr.  Wildman  stated  that  he  would  be  happy  to  see  what  the  City  of  San  Jose  has 
experienced.  He  stated  that  state  grant  money  is  being  pursued  but  it  is  always  in  jeopardy.  A  more 
stable  possibility  would  be  to  find  a  foundation  or  corporation  to  finish  the  Plan.  He  stated  that  he  does 
not  know  the  scope  of  the  Plan  well  enough  but  suggested  working  with  the  Planning  Department  and 
DPW  to  find  out  what  is  most  essential  and  who  could  do  the  work. 
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Ms.  Mei  Ling  Hui,  Urban  Forestry  Council  Coordinator,  discussed  the  prospect  of  DPW  taking  over  care 
of  all  city  street  trees,  which  she  stated  has  been  considered  for  some  time  and  was  included  in  the 
2009  Annual  Urban  Forest  Report  that  was  published  in  September  2009.  That  ability  does  hinge  on 
funding  and  staffing  related  to  funding.  She  stated  that  in  some  ways  it  may  help  the  urban  forest 
because  it  would  bring  people's  attention  back  to  it.  A  lot  of  people  don't  understand  tree  care 
requirements  so  this  proposal  would  start  conversations  about  taxing  and  financing  and  a  fee  for 
service  for  DPW  staff.  Commissioner  Martin  asked  whether  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  had  any 
suggestions  for  follow-up.  Mr.  Milne  stated  that  there  is  no  current  plan,  and  that  he  is  in  attendance  at 
this  meeting  to  find  out  the  status. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  suggested  that  an  intern  could  work  on  acquiring  the  basic  statistics/costs, 
e.g.,  what  is  the  cost  of  pruning  an  average  tree  to  pruning  standards  if  DPW  does  the  work  and 
following  up  on  Ms.  Howard's  suggestion,  what  if  a  private  property  owner  would  pay  DPW  to  do  the 
work  for  an  individual  tree  by  appointment,  or  what  would  the  savings  be  if  a  whole  block  signs  up  for 
tree  maintenance?  Mr.  Wildman  stated  that  DPW  is  set  up  to  do  a  whole  block  at  a  time. 
Commissioner  Gravanis  suggested  finding  out  what  it  would  cost  as  a  basis  of  comparison  if  all  City 
trees  were  maintained  to  standards  by  DPW  versus  individual  homeowner  contracts  with  tree 
companies  that  may  or  may  not  qualify  to  do  the  work.  Mr.  Wildman  suggested  researching  the 
difference  in  cost  of  providing  care  for  one  tree  versus  blocks  of  trees  at  one  time.  Commissioners 
Gravanis  and  Martin  discussed  scheduling  an  update  on  this  agenda  item  as  a  possibility  for  the  May 
meeting. 

6.  Approval  of  Resolution  requesting  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  support  the  Golden 
Gate  Park  Alliance's  request  for  the  Planning  Department  to  prepare  an  Environmental  Impact 
Report  (EIR)  for  the  Beach  Chalet  Soccer  Field  project.  The  Policy  Committee  shall  discuss  and 
vote  on  the  Resolution  for  recommendation  to  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  to  consider  at  their 
March  23  meeting.  Sponsor:  Commissioner  Ruth  Gravanis  (Explanatory  Documents:  Draft  Resolution 
File  No.  2010-02-COE,  Golden  Gate  Park  Alliance  Letter  to  Commission  on  the 
Environment,  Synthetic  Playfields  Report,  "New  Soccer  Complex  to  Drastically  Alter  Golden  Gate  Park 
and  Ocean  Beach",  Golden  Gate  Audubon  Appeal  and  Letter  to  City  Agencies;  Department  of  the 
Environment  Staff  Responses)  Speakers:  Kathy  Howard,  Member  Steering  Committee,  Golden  Gate 
Park  Preservation  Alliance  and  Noreen  Weeden,  Audubon  Society  representative  (Presentation  time: 
10  minutes)  (Discussion  and  Action) 

Ms.  Noreen  Weeden  reported  that  the  Golden  Gate  Audubon  Society  is  a  local  non-profit  organization 
that  has  been  active  since  1917  and  has  10,000  members.  Its  mission  is  to  protect  Bay  Area  birds  and 
other  wildlife  and  to  conserve  and  restore  native  habitat.  She  reported  that  the  San  Francisco 
Recreation  and  Park  Department  is  proposing  to  convert  four  grass  fields  to  artificial  turf  and  install  60- 
foot  lighting  that  will  remain  on  until  10:00  p.m.  at  the  Beach  Chalet  soccer  fields  in  Golden  Gate  Park. 
She  explained  that  Golden  Gate  Park  and  Ocean  Beach  are  parts  of  the  Pacific  Flyway,  an  important 
migratory  route  that  millions  of  birds  use  in  the  spring  and  fall.  Night  lighting  can  cause  birds  to  become 
confused  and  disoriented  because  birds  that  migrate  at  night  navigate  using  the  moon  and  stars.  She 
stated  that  one  of  the  key  findings  in  a  book  by  Dr.  Travis  Longcore  and  Catherine  Rich  called 
Ecological  Consequences  of  Artificial  Night  Lighting  is  that  "animals  can  experience  increased 
orientation  or  disorientation  from  additional  illumination  and  are  attracted  to  or  repulsed  by  glare  that 
affects  foraging,  reproduction,  communication  and  other  critical  behaviors."  Ms.  Weeden  described  the 
negative  impact  that  artificial  night  lighting  has  on  birds  nesting  and  roosting  in  this  part  of  the  park  and 
stated  that  Golden  Gate  Park  provides  a  vital  habitat  for  wildlife. 
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Ms.  Weeden  stated  that  in  1930,  the  California  Academy  of  Sciences  published  a  handbook  on  the 
birds  of  Golden  Gate  Park  and  identified  1 1 1  species  of  birds.  She  showed  a  presentation  of  the 
variety  of  birds'  species  that  are  seen  in  the  park  and  playfields  and  discussed  the  enjoyment 
experienced  by  people  who  go  to  the  park  to  enjoy  the  birds  and  who  participate  in  events  such  as  the 
"Christmas  Bird  Count."  Ms.  Weeden  discussed  her  participation  in  the  Synthetic  Turf  Task  Force  that 
made  recommendations  to  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department  and  stated  their  belief  that  conclusions 
were  predetermined.  She  reported  that  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department  has  completed  six 
artificial  turf  sites  to  date,  some  with  lights,  and  three  sites  are  planned  all  with  lights  including  this 
multi-field  site  at  Beach  Chalet.  In  the  future,  two  additional  field  sites  are  planned  in  western  Golden 
Gate  Park. 

Ms.  Weeden  discussed  Golden  Gate  Audubon  Society's  participation  in  the  process  as  follows-On 
August  7,  2009,  a  meeting  was  held  with  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department  General  Manager  and  a 
letter  was  provided  expressing  concerns  on  the  project.  On  September  14,  a  letter  was  written  to 
Supervisor  Mirkarimi  to  support  his  Resolution  to  halt  the  conversion  of  natural  playfields  to  artificial  turf 
until  additional  information  became  available.  On  December  9,  a  letter  was  written  to  the  Planning 
Department  and  Recreation  and  Park  Department  about  the  applicability  of  the  California 
Environmental  Quality  Act,  and  a  meeting  was  held  with  City  Fields  Foundation  and  Recreation  and 
Park  Department  staff.  Two  community  meetings  were  attended  to  voice  concern.  At  the  community 
meeting,  Ms.  Weeden  learned  that  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department  claimed  a  categorical 
exemption  for  this  project.  On  January  12,  a  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA)  appeal  was 
filed  with  the  Clerk  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors.  The  City  Attorney  determined  that  the  filing  was 
premature  because  the  Planning  Department  was  reviewing  the  project. 

Golden  Gate  Audubon  feels  that  the  project  will  have  environmental  impacts  that  must  be  considered 
and  listed  examples  such  as  increased  use  of  human  traffic,  increased  trash  and  food  waste,  an 
increase  in  population  of  predatory  animals  attracted  to  food,  waste,  and  trash,  effect  on  local  wildlife,  a 
change  in  the  night  sky  in  the  western  part  of  the  park,  and  increased  pollution,  as  well  as  many  other 
concerns  and  potential  impacts  as  outlined  in  the  explanatory  documents  provided.  Ms.  Weeden 
discussed  Golden  Gate  Audubon's  concern  for  the  residents  and  visitors  and  wildlife  in  the  parks.  She 
stated  that  the  City  emphasizes  being  green  and  the  plan  to  remove  habitat  and  replace  it  with  brightly 
lit  green  plastic  covered  with  crumbled  tires  is  not  green.  On  behalf  of  the  Golden  Gate  Audubon 
Society,  Ms.  Weeden  asked  the  Committee  to  support  the  proposed  Resolution  requesting  that  a  full 
EIR  be  prepared  for  this  project. 

Ms.  Kathy  Howard,  Golden  Gate  Park  Preservation  Alliance,  provided  a  picture  of  the  proposed  project 
(see  explanatory  document).  She  stated  that  Golden  Gate  Park  is  included  in  the  Golden  Gate  Park 
Master  Plan  and  is  in  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places,  which  portrays  the  park  as  a  place  that  is 
pastoral  and  an  urban  respite.  She  indicated  that  this  project  does  not  fit  in  with  this  categorization. 
She  stated  that  the  current  fields  would  be  enlarged  and  expanded,  there  would  be  bleachers;  a 
champion  field;  20-foot  fences;  concrete  paths  with  concrete  around  it;  an  enlarged  parking  lot;  path, 
parking  lot;  and  stadium  lighting,  which  can  be  seen  from  Ocean  Beach.  She  suggested  that 
Committee  members  view  the  field  on  20th  and  Wawona  Streets  that  have  stadium  lighting  for  an 
example  of  what  the  proposed  project  would  look  like.  Ms.  Howard  submitted  a  letter  for  the  record 
from  the  Defense  of  Animals  that  discusses  environmental  impacts.  She  noted  that  additional 
explanatory  documents  have  been  submitted  that  include  three  pages  of  all  the  environmental  impacts 
as  well  as  Golden  Gate  Audubon  Society's  appeal  to  the  categorical  exemption.  Ms.  Howard  stated 
that  she  is  not  against  soccer  and  suggested  that  the  fields  can  be  renovated  with  newer  technology  for 
grass  playing  fields  that  professional  players  enjoy  that  would  retain  the  park  and  environment  and  also 
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for  the  sake  of  the  players.  She  urged  the  Committee  to  approve  that  a  CEQA  study  be  prepared  for 
this  project. 

Commissioner  Martin  inquired  about  the  project  sponsor  and  its  timeline.  Ms.  Weeden  reported  that 
the  Recreation  and  Park  Department  is  the  sponsor  for  the  project  working  with  the  City  Fields 
Foundation.  Ms.  Howard  stated  that  she  is  trying  to  acquire  detailed  financial  information  but  explained 
that  City  Fields  Foundation  will  be  paying  for  part  of  the  project  and  the  Recreation  and  Park 
Department  would  be  paying  part  through  bond  money.  Ms.  Howard  stated  that  she  felt  that  people  did 
not  knowledgeably  vote  for  use  of  bond  money  for  this  type  of  project. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  asked  Department  of  the  Environment  staff  to  report  on  whether  there  could  be 
significant  environmental  impacts  as  a  result  of  this  project.  Acting  Director  Assmann  reported  that  a 
summary  was  provided  from  Department  staff-Dr.  Chris  Geiger,  Mr.  Paul  Ledesma,  and  Mr.  Faiz  Khan 
(see  explanatory  document  summary).  Dr.  Geiger,  Green  Purchasing  Program  Manager,  stated  that 
Department  staff  participated  as  members  of  the  Task  Force  that  reviewed  the  technology,  but  not  the 
specific  site.  He  stated  that  the  only  interaction  he  has  had  with  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department 
was  about  recycled  infill  in  the  synthetic  turf  at  that  particular  site.  Assistance  was  provided  to  the 
department  in  developing  purchasing  specifications  for  synthetic  turf  products  that  they  may  be 
purchasing  for  a  variety  of  sites  in  the  City.  Those  specifications  were  more  stringent  that  any  he  has 
seen.  Dr.  Geiger  stated  that  the  Golden  Gate  letter  is  good,  complete,  and  clear  but  there  are 
inaccuracies  about  the  conclusions  of  the  Task  Force,  which  he  described  in  the  explanatory  document 
summary. 

Dr.  Geiger  reported  that  Mr.  Dan  Mauer,  Recreation  and  Park  Department  Project  Manager,  sent 
communication  that  a  biological  assessment  and  arborist  study  were  prepared  and  sent  to  the  Planning 
Department.  Ms.  Weeden  stated  that  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department  had  hired  a  consulting  firm 
to  do  a  biological  assessment,  which  in  her  opinion  was  not  a  comprehensive  study  because  it  was 
prepared  for  only  one  day  in  January.  Project  plans  and  an  evaluation  of  the  trees  and  habitat  that 
would  be  removed  had  been  reviewed  as  part  of  the  study.  Commissioner  Gravanis  inquired  whether 
they  included  the  impacts  on  wildlife  from  vegetation  removal.  Ms.  Weeden  stated  impacts  were 
included  from  what  they  saw  on  a  single  day.  Ms.  Howard  reported  that  both  reports  contain  flaws  that 
would  be  discussed  in  an  appeal  if  it  becomes  necessary.  She  stated  that  the  reason  for  the  EIR  is  so 
all  the  potential  impacts  could  be  discovered. 

Mr.  Ledesma,  City  Government  Zero  Waste  Coordinator,  stated  that  the  Recreation  and  Park 
Department  should  work  with  the  Department  of  the  Environment  to  encourage  manufacturers  to 
develop  recycling  and  end-of  life  programs  for  synthetic  turf.  Staff  engaged  the  synthetic  turf 
representatives  when  they  were  interviewed  by  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department  on  this  topic  as 
well  as  developing  recycled  content.  The  industry  had  not  as  of  a  year  ago  seriously  contemplated 
recycled  content  or  end-of-life  management  in  the  product  they  were  selling  and  it  was  taken  as  a 
serious  defect  in  their  product.  It  was  made  clear  to  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department  and  City 
Fields  Foundation  that  the  Department  of  the  Environment  would  not  support  synthetic  turf  unless  they 
press  the  industry  forward. 

The  Recreation  and  Park  Department  and  City  Fields  Foundation  adopted  this  position  as  well  and 
have  been  participants  in  carrying  this  message  forward  to  the  industry.  Since  that  time,  industry 
representative  have  spoken  more  coherently  about  managing  products,  developing  plans  for  taking  the 
fields  back,  and  for  finding  pathways  for  recyclability  and  reuse  opportunities.  Commissioner  Gravanis 
inquired  if  there  was  a  binding  contract  that  could  be  implemented.  Mr.  Ledesma  stated  that  an 
infrastructure  is  not  yet  in  place.  The  purchasing  specifications  included  a  requirement  that  a 
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commitment  be  made  in  writing  to  develop  an  end-of-life  management  plan  in  seven  years,  which  is  the 
term  of  the  life  of  the  field.  Commissioner  Gravanis  asked  if  there  was  a  guarantee  that  they  would 
develop  a  plan.  Mr.  Ledesma  stated  that  the  industry  can't  be  pressured  to  develop  a  plan  that  they  are 
not  capable  of  at  this  time.  He  stated  that  the  best  that  can  be  done  is  to  communicate  in  the  best  way 
possible  that  a  failure  to  meet  that  requirement  would  be  seen  in  a  negative  light  with  future  placement 
of  the  field. 

Mr.  Ledesma  reported  that  the  City  would  actually  be  purchasing  the  product  for  this  field,  and  there 
would  be  service  agreements  for  maintenance.  Agreements  could  be  made  as  part  of  the  purchase 
that  the  manufacturer  takes  the  product  back.  City  Fields  and  Recreation  and  Park  Department  will  be 
including  this  agreement  in  their  final  contract.  Commissioner  Martin  suggested  a  lease  option  as  a 
mechanism  to  encourage  responsibility  since  the  product  would  be  theirs  in  the  end. 

Ms.  Hui,  Urban  Forestry  Council  Coordinator,  stated  that  the  arborist  report  is  recommending  trees  for 
removal  that  are  largely  in  poor  health.  (Explanatory  Document:  Hort  Science  Arborist  Report).  The 
report  does  not  provide  a  hazard  rating  on  trees,  but  does  provide  an  assessment  of  health  from  1  to  5, 
1  bad  to  5  very  good.  There  is  a  recommendation  that  approximately  six  trees  that  are  in  moderate  or 
good  condition  be  removed  as  part  of  the  plan.  The  rest  of  the  trees  they  say  are  in  poor  condition. 
People  that  are  preparing  the  report  are  field  experts  and  she  trusts  their  opinion.  She  stated  that 
proper  forest  management  is  to  ensure  that  your  forest  is  safe.  If  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department 
is  seeing  this  as  an  opportunity  to  rehabilitate  the  aging  forest  in  Golden  Gate  Park  and  making  sure 
that  their  trees  are  properly  maintained,  then  it  is  a  good  thing.  Ms.  Hui  stated  that  it  would  be  ideal  if 
the  six  trees  that  appear  to  be  in  moderate  or  good  health  that  are  large  trees  could  be  preserved. 
Those  trees  are  Monterey  Cypress,  which  are  one  of  the  two  signature  species  of  Golden  Gate  Park. 
Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  the  Planning  Department  concluded  that  a  categorical  exemption 
was  not  required  quite  some  time  ago  before  wildlife  and  arborist  studies  were  completed  in  2010. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  one  of  the  advantages  of  doing  an  EIR  or  expanded  Negative 
Declaration  is  that  you  can  call  for  mitigation  measures  that  would  consider  unanswered  questions, 
such  as  an  alternative  configuration  to  save  trees  and  a  more  detailed  assessment  on  wildlife  in  the 
area.  A  discussion  was  held  on  the  possibility  of  requesting  a  Negative  Declaration  if  the  project  did  not 
qualify  for  an  EIR  in  order  to  consider  mitigation  options. 

Mr.  Terry  Milne,  Bernal  Heights  Tree  Committee,  urged  the  Committee  to  approve  the  original 
Resolution  because  an  EIR  would  further  examine  alternatives  or  mitigations  for  the  proposed  removal 
of  60-  100  trees  at  that  end  of  the  park,  some  of  which  are  large  and  mature.  He  stated  that  he  is 
surprised  that  the  arborist  report  does  not  contain  a  hazard  assessment  because  he  knows  that  the 
Recreation  and  Park  Department  are  aware  of  hazardous  trees,  so  it  leads  him  to  believe  that  none  of 
the  trees  in  that  area  are  hazardous.  Ms.  Hui  stated  that  the  report  proposes  removal  of  22  trees  and 
43  shrubs  (myoporum)  that  could  also  be  considered  trees  depending  on  the  location  they  are  grown  in.  j 

Commissioner  Gravanis  recommended  an  amendment  to  the  Resolution  Resolved  clause  to 
urge  that  an  expanded  or  mitigated  Negative  Declaration  be  prepared  to  thoroughly  address  the 
full  range  of  possible  impacts  if  it  is  determined  that  a  full  EIR  is  not  required.  Commissioner 
Martin  moved  that  the  Resolution  be  amended  to  include  this  request  as  well  as  the  inclusion  of 
potential  impacts  of  the  project.  Commissioner  Gravanis  seconded  the  motion.  (AYES: 
Commissioners  Gravanis  and  Martin;  Absent:  Commissioner  Wald).  (Explanatory  Document: 
Amended  Draft  Resolution  for  Recommendation  to  the  Commission  on  the  Environment) 
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7.  Director's  Updates.  Speaker:  David  Assmann,  Acting  Director  (Informational  Report  and  Discussion) 

Acting  Director  Assmann  reported  that  every  City  department  was  required  to  issue  layoff  notices  to  the 
vast  majority  of  City  employees  with  the  understanding  that  there  would  be  reinstatement  notices 
issued  the  third  week  of  March  rehiring  the  vast  majority  back  at  a  37  Vz  hour  work  week.  This 
reduction  would  amount  to  a  6.25  %  pay  cut  and  would  have  an  impact  on  projects  and  programs  in  the 
Department.  The  layoffs  are  not  final  because  there  are  union  negotiations  in  progress  from  now  until 
May,  the  effective  date  of  the  layoffs.  The  layoffs  affect  all  staff  with  the  exception  of  EnvironmentNow 
and  Energy  Watch  staff.  He  explained  that  the  Energy  Watch  staff  has  billable  hours  that  if  were 
reduced  would  result  in  a  $150,000  reduction  in  revenue. 

Acting  Director  Assmann  reported  on  the  large  number  of  energy  projects  that  were  funded  in  the  past 
month.  He  stated  that  seven  new  Energy  program  positions  were  created  as  a  result  of  energy  grants 
and  stimulus  funding  that  the  Department  would  be  receiving.  He  explained  that  because  of  the 
addition  of  staff,  the  Department  is  overcrowded  and  is  negotiating  conference  space  in  the  basement. 
The  existing  conference  facilities  on  the  first  and  third  floor  would  be  converted  into  work  space. 

Acting  Director  Assmann  reported  that  the  Department  is  working  with  DPW  to  help  them  find  revenue 
ideas.  He  stated  that  Ms.  Rosenmoss,  Manager  of  Grants  and  Fundraising  would  be  communicating 
with  Friends  of  the  Urban  Forest  about  grant  possibilities.  He  discussed  the  Department  of 
Conservation  funding  that  was  guaranteed  for  cans  and  bottle  recycling  that  the  state  borrowed  for  the 
General  Fund.  As  a  result,  programs  were  cancelled  and  the  Department  lost  a  quarter  of  a  million 
dollars  in  revenue.   Mr.  Assmann  discussed  the  federal  funding  allocation  for  electric  vehicle 
infrastructure  to  setup  charging  stations  in  San  Francisco  public  garages  and  upcoming  energy 
efficiency  work  for  boiler  retrofits.  He  explained  that  the  Department  budget  has  to  be  before  the  Board 
of  Supervisors  by  June  1  and  will  take  a  lot  of  time  because  of  changes  to  a  37.5  hour  workweek  which 
may  or  may  not  occur.  The  budget  will  not  be  balanced  until  an  agreement  has  been  reached. 

Commissioner  Martin  inquired  about  the  effect  of  the  budget  reductions  on  the  Mayor's  program  to 
plant  25,000  trees  in  five  years  (5  thousand  a  year).  She  asked  if  there  has  been  conversation  with  the 
Mayor's  Office  about  the  general  decline  of  the  urban  forest  and  DPW's  relinquishment  proposal. 
Acting  Director  Assmann  stated  that  there  have  been  no  specific  discussions.  Commissioner  Gravanis 
suggested  conveyance  of  these  issues  to  the  Mayor's  Greening  Director,  Astrid  Haryati.  Commissioner 
Martin  asked  Acting  Director  Assmann  to  report  back  in  the  next  Director's  Report  if  there  is  something 
that  can  be  done  to  make  sure  the  Mayor  is  aware  if  the  goal  he  has  set  forth.  Acting  Director  Assmann 
discussed  conveyance  of  the  idea  to  the  Mayor's  Office  of  assessing  property  owners  for  the  cost  of 
DPW  assuming  tree  care.  Commissioner  Martin  suggested  adding  the  idea  of  property  owners  also 
hiring  DPW  to  do  sidewalk  replacement  in  tandem  with  tree  care,  which  she  believes  is  an  option  as  of 
last  year. 

8.  Announcements.  (Discussion)  Commissioner  Gravanis  announced  a  February  2010  San  Francisco 
Bay  Crossings  article  written  about  work  that  Commissioner  Martin  is  doing  with  PlantSF  called 
"Determined  Resident  brings  Slice  of  Nature  to  City  Sidewalks." 

9.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Discussion) 

Commissioner  Gravanis  discussed  the  possibility  of  holding  two  Policy  Committee  meetings  to  discuss 
all  of  the  proposed  items.  She  discussed  suggestions  for  future  agenda  items  that  include — 
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•  April-GreenPoint  Rated  and  Green  Building  presentation  on  building  retrofits,  Wastewater  Master 
Plan  update,  and  pharmaceutical  update. 

•  Mayor  Executive  Order  on  preventing  sale  of  single-serve  plastic  water  bottles  as  part  of  event 
permitting  process. 

•  April,  May  or  June  meeting  --Treasure  Island  Environmental  Impact  Report. 

•  Cell  phone  tower  safety. 

Commissioner  Martin  requested — 

•  Staff  advise  if  outdoor  heat  lamps  in  public  spaces  may  be  an  issue  of  interest  to  pursue  further 
relative  to  energy  use. 

•  May  meeting-Urban  Forest  Master  Plan  update. 

•  May  or  June  meeting — Discussion  on  hiring  of  a  Department  Biodiversity  Manager  and  identifying  a 
funding  source.  Presentation  by  Ms.  Shawn  Rosenmoss,  Grants  and  Fundraising  Manager. 

•  Staff  advise  if  MSG  may  be  an  issue  of  interest  to  pursue  further  relative  to  toxics  and/or 
environmental  justice.  Commissioner  Gravanis  suggested  consulting  with  the  Health  Department. 

•  Dry  cleaning  update. 

•  Transbay  Cable  project  status. 

•  June — Staff  presentation  on  emergency  preparedness  planning  and  environmental  impacts. 
Discussion  of  gas  wrenches  that  would  turn  gas  off  in  case  of  emergency. 

•  June-Acting  Director  Assmann  suggested  a  future  update  on  state  legislation  and  new  producer 
responsibility  bills. 

•  Environmental  impacts  of  disaster  planning  and  disaster  preparedness. 

Toxic  Sewer  Sludge-Committee  members  announced  that  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  is  no  longer 
using  the  term  organic  and  there  are  no  planned  distributions  in  San  Francisco. 

Public  Comment:  Ms.  Howard  discussed  automatic  gas  shut  off  valve  that  would  turn  the  gas  off  if  there 
was  an  earthquake  and  associated  costs.  Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  the  gas  shut  off  valves  are 
controversial  because  PG&E  would  have  to  be  called  to  come  out  and  turn  the  gas  back  on. 

10.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

11.  Adjournment.  The  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  meeting  adjourned  at  7:32  p.m. 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1 )  the  Commission's  office,  1 1  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco, 
California  between  the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Committee  meeting  website 

https://sites.google.eom/a/sfenvironment.org/commission/policy-committee  with  each  agenda,  or  (3)  upon  request  to  the 
Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone  number  415-355-3709  or  via  e-mail  at  Monica.  Fish(a>sfgov.org. 


*Approved: 
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COMMITTEE  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Johanna  Wald  (Chair),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice-Chair),  Jane 
MarieFrancis  Martin 


1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call.  The  Policy  Committee  meeting  convened  at  5:00  p.m.  Present:  Vice- 
Chair  Gravanis  and  Commissioner  Martin  (Excused:  Chair  Wald). 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  February  22,  2010  Policy  Committee  Rescheduled  Meeting. 

(Explanatory  Document:  February  22,  2010  Draft  and  Approved  Minutes)  (Discussion  and  Action)  Ms. 
Fish  reported  that  the  Draft  Minutes  before  the  Commissioners  is  a  corrected  version  with 
Commissioner  Martin's  proposed  changes,  and  that  the  previous  version  was  not  posted. 
Commissioner  Martin  reported  on  the  suggested  changes.  Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Martin  and 
second  by  Commissioner  Gravanis,  the  February  22,  2010  Policy  Committee  Meeting  Minutes  was 
approved  with  the  inclusion  of  Commissioner  Martin's  revisions  without  objection  (AYES: 
Commissioners  Gravanis  and  Martin;  Absent:  Commissioner  Wald) 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  Mr.  John  Lynn  Smith,  Law  Firm  of  Reed 
Smith,  stated  that  he  represents  Waste  Management  of  Alameda  County,  the  current  provider  of 
disposal  capacity  to  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco.  He  stated  that  he  appeared  at  the  January 
26,  2010  full  Commission  meeting  to  discuss  a  bid  protest  that  was  filed  on  the  tentative  award  to  the 
new  contract.  Mr.  Smith  stated  that  Commissioner  Pelosi  Jr.  had  asked  him  to  outline  his  concerns  in 
writing  and  send  them  to  the  Commission,  which  he  delivered  on  February  23.  He  inquired  whether  the 
Commission  received  the  letter  and  if  there  were  any  questions.  Mr.  Smith  asked  that  this  item  be 
added  as  an  agenda  item  for  either  a  full  Commission  or  Subcommittee  meeting  to  discuss  issues  that 
were  raised  in  the  bid  protest;  e.g.,  the  Request  for  Proposal's  (RFP)  inclusion  of  disposal  elements, 
but  not  transportation  elements.  He  stated  that  he  had  outlined  in  the  letter  that  the  opportunity  exists 
with  Waste  Management  with  its  leading  edge  technology  to  take  waste  that  is  already  in  place  at  the 
Altamont  landfill,  convert  that  waste  to  liquid  natural  gas,  and  compress  it  to  Compressed  Natural  Gas 
(CNG)  at  the  site  to  fuel  its  transportation  vehicles.  It  is  a  nearly  zero  carbon  footprint  fuel  and  would 
reduce  the  carbon  footprint  and  greenhouse  gas  emissions  by  two-thirds  as  compared  to  a  rail-haul 
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opportunity.  Mr.  Smith  urged  the  Committee  to  reagendize  this  item  so  the  City  has  the  opportunity  to 
fully  examine  and  explore  those  elements  in  the  RFP  that  may  have  been  expanded  and  in  which 
notice  was  not  provided  to  the  participating  parties,  as  well  as  to  explore  opportunities  that  the  City  has 
to  reduce  its  greenhouse  gas  emissions  by  a  comprehensive  approach  to  disposal  options.  Ms.  Fish 
reported  that  the  February  23  letter  that  Mr.  Smith  referred  to  was  forwarded  to  all  Commissioners,  and 
that  the  Landfill  Search  update  was  scheduled  for  hearing  at  the  March  23  Commission  meeting. 

4.  Review  of  Responses  from  Environmental  Organizations  to  the  Commission  on  the 
Environment's  Outreach  Survey.  The  Committee  may  make  recommendations  for  a  follow-up  to  the 
survey  and  may  refer  this  item  to  the  Commission  for  consideration.  (Explanatory  Documents: 
Commission  Survey  to  Environmental  Organizations,  Summary  of  Responses,  and  Individual 
Responses)  Sponsor:  Commissioner  Jane  MarieFrancis  Martin;  Department  Speaker:  Jean  Walsh, 
Public  Outreach  Specialist  (Discussion  and  Possible  Action) 

Ms.  Walsh  reported  that  the  survey  was  emailed  at  the  end  of  October/beginning  of  November  through 
an  online  survey  tool  to  75  groups  in  the  Bay  Area  that  includes  neighborhood  groups,  community- 
based  organizations,  non-profits,  and  environmental  organizations.  She  stated  that  the  survey 
contained  ten  questions,  and  twelve  responses  were  received.  Ms.  Walsh  highlighted  the  individual 
and  summary  of  responses  as  reflected  in  the  explanatory  documents.  Committee  members  and  Ms. 
Walsh  suggested  providing  outreach  to  groups  about  providing  meeting  agendas  because  43%  stated 
that  they  did  not  see  agendas  or  know  about  the  meetings.  Committee  members  indicated  that  they 
would  provide  follow-up  suggestions  in  the  future. 

Public  Comment:  Ms.  Kathy  Howard  cited  the  survey  question  "Are  there  general  environmental  areas 
of  concern  that  you  feel  needs  more  attention?"  and  the  survey  response  that  asked  "Does  the 
Commission  weigh  in  on  environmental  effects  of  City  Planning  decisions?"  Ms.  Howard  stated  it  is  a 
good  idea  to  do  so. 

5.  Status  of  Urban  Forest  Master  Plan  Revision  and  Potential  Changes  to  the  Management  of  the 
Urban  Forest.  Sponsor:  Commissioner  Jane  MarieFrancis  Martin;  Speakers:  Carla  Short,  Department 
of  Public  Works  Representative,  Terry  Milne,  Urban  Forestry  Council  Chair,  Doug  Wildman,  Friends  of 
the  Urban  Forest,  and  Mei  Ling  Hui,  Urban  Forestry  Council  Coordinator  (Discussion  and  Possible 
Action)  Commissioner  Martin  reported  that  the  Planning  Department  and  Sherwood  Design  were 
invited  to  present  an  update  on  the  status  of  the  Urban  Forest  Master  Plan,  but  were  not  present  at  this 
meeting. 

Ms.  Carla  Short,  Department  of  Public  Works  (DPW),  Urban  Forestry  Division  was  present  to  discuss 
the  potential  changes  to  the  management  of  the  urban  forest.  She  stated  that  DPW  is  considering 
relinquishment  of  maintenance  responsibility  for  trees  in  the  public  right  of  way  to  adjacent  property 
owners.  She  explained  that  this  proposal  is  a  means  of  bringing  DPW's  asset  base  in  line  with  its 
resource  base  for  maintenance  and  would  provide  a  more  equitable  approach  to  maintenance 
responsibility  because  currently,  the  responsibility  for  maintenance  of  two-thirds  of  the  City's  street 
trees  are  with  adjacent  property  owners  and  one-third  with  DPW.  The  proposal  would  propose 
relinquishing  the  majority  of  trees  maintained  by  DPW  to  adjacent  property  owners  as  exists  for  the 
two-thirds. 

DPW  would  retain  jurisdiction,  existing  protections  would  remain  in  place,  and  pruning  standards  would 
still  apply.  Commissioner  Martin  inquired  about  the  number  of  trees  impacted  for  relinquishment.  Ms. 
Short  stated  that  the  exact  number  of  trees  is  being  analyzed.  She  explained  that  DPW  maintains 
40,000  street  trees.  It  would  continue  to  maintain  all  trees  in  medians,  along  certain  primary  corridors 
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such  as  Market  Street,  and  certain  trees  that  were  planted  in  the  last  few  years  for  the  Trees  for 
Tomorrow  program  because  property  owners  were  promised  that  the  city  would  have  that  maintenance 
responsibility.  Commissioner  Martin  inquired  about  the  dollar  savings  to  DPW.  Ms.  Short  sated  that 
she  would  report  back  on  this  information.  Commissioner  Martin  inquired  what  the  funding  would  be  for 
maintenance  of  the  40,000  trees  currently,  and  what  amount  it  would  take  to  continue  the  maintenance. 
Ms.  Short  stated  that  funding  is  assigned  to  Bureau  of  Urban  Forestry  crews  that  do  tree  maintenance, 
landscape  maintenance,  and  to  the  cement  shop  that  makes  repairs  around  sidewalk  trees.  She 
explained  that  roughly  one  million  dollars  is  received  in  sales  tax  funding  for  tree  maintenance  annually, 
and  that  she  would  provide  specific  dollar  amounts  at  a  future  date.  Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  it 
would  be  beneficial  to  review  this  data  when  looking  at  the  Urban  Forest  Master  Plan  revision  and 
different  scenarios  to  either  consolidate  maintenance  or  redistribute  it. 

Commissioner  Martin  asked  if  the  proposal  to  relinquish  maintenance  is  currently  in  process  or  is  being 
looked  at  as  a  last  resort.  Ms.  Short  stated  that  the  proposal  is  not  a  last  resort  and  is  being  seriously 
considered  because  DPW  has  recently  laid-off  14  staff  members  that  played  a  direct  role  in  maintaining 
San  Francisco  trees  and  landscape.  She  explained  that  the  industry  standard  for  pruning  trees  is  every 
three  years  depending  on  the  species,  and  the  current  cycle  with  the  recent  loss  of  staffing  is  once 
every  nine  years.  The  department  would  like  to  make  sure  that  it  is  not  just  doing  emergency  response. 
The  more  that  maintenance  is  deferred  it  is  more  likely  that  there  will  be  emergencies,  and  as 
emergencies  increase,  it  defers  routine  maintenance  even  more.  So  unless  there  is  a  change  in 
resources,  the  department  needs  to  look  at  a  change  in  assets. 

Commissioner  Martin  inquired  whether  a  review  has  been  done  on  the  change  to  environmental 
benefits  and  the  quality  of  tree  care  that  would  be  provided  as  a  result  of  relinquishment.  Ms.  Short 
stated  that  there  has  not  been  sufficient  research  done  to  be  able  to  state  a  finding  with  confidence. 
She  cited  research  prepared  by  a  Masters  Degree  student  at  U.C.  Berkeley.  She  found  that  when  trees 
were  maintained  by  the  department,  they  were  larger,  more  mature  and  consistently  maintained  in 
comparison  with  trees  maintained  by  adjacent  property  owners.  Ms.  Short  stated  that  it  is  important  to 
consider  having  experienced  professionals  perform  tree  care  because  property  owners  without 
intention  of  their  own  often  end  up  damaging  trees,  which  would  end  up  requiring  removal  or  more 
maintenance  responsibility  because  of  the  stress  response  to  the  damage.  Ideally,  there  would  be 
professional  and  good  tree  care  for  every  tree  in  the  City. 

Commissioner  Martin  inquired  whether  there  are  pruning  standards  that  are  required  but  not  being 
enforced.  Ms.  Short  stated  that  the  Board  of  Supervisors  adopted  pruning  standards  that  were 
recommended  and  written  by  the  Urban  Forestry  Council.  Enforcement  exists,  but  it  usually  takes 
place  after  damage  has  already  taken  place.  Having  a  standardized  system  of  who  would  do  the  work 
would  not  eliminate  illegal  pruning  but  might  improve  the  quality  of  pruning.  Commissioner  Martin 
inquired  whether  DPW  was  looking  at  enforcement  since  more  trees  would  be  in  the  care  of  people 
who  are  not  trained.  Ms.  Short  stated  that  the  department  is  considering  and  discussing  these 
concerns.  DPW  is  interested  in  the  best  solution  and  is  looking  at  as  many  alternatives  as  possible, 
e.g.,  what  the  costs  would  be  for  additional  tree  maintenance  responsibility  and  the  cost  savings  in 
relinquishing  trees.  However,  the  new  budget  reduction  is  looking  at  asset  reduction  and  not  taking  on 
more  responsibility. 

Commissioner  Martin  inquired  what  could  be  done  to  improve  the  situation  or  to  maintain  the  status 
quo.  Ms.  Short  responded  a  long-term  funding  mechanism.  Ms.  Short  stated  that  an  outdated 
research  (2005)  was  prepared  that  indicated  that  the  cost  of  DPW  maintaining  all  street  trees  would  be 
approximately  $23  million  annually.  That  would  allow  for  restocking  as  needed  and  additional  planting 
for  a  three-year  pruning  cycle.  DPW  is  discussing  updating  the  in-house  analysis.  Commissioner 
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Martin  asked  what  the  process  would  be  aside  from  the  cost.  Ms.  Short  stated  that  the  Urban  Forestry 
Ordinance  that  is  part  of  the  Public  Works  Code  allows  the  department  to  take  over  tree  maintenance 
by  notifying  the  adjacent  property  owners  and  then  scheduling  public  hearings  on  an  as  requested 
basis.  There  is  a  process  in  place  to  relinquish  tree  maintenance  responsibility  and  take  over  tree 
maintenance  responsibility. 

Commissioner  Martin  inquired  what  the  process  would  be  if  the  department  would  select  relinquishment 
of  tree  maintenance  and  how  the  public  would  be  notified.  Ms.  Short  stated  that  the  Public  Works  Code 
requires  proper  notification,  e.g.,  a  notice  would  have  to  be  placed  on  the  tree,  impacted  and  adjacent 
property  owners  would  receive  a  letter  on  the  proposal  to  relinquish  the  trees,  and  public  hearings 
would  be  held  on  the  request  of  property  owners.  Those  hearings  would  be  held  at  City  Hall  with  a 
hearing  officer  appointed  by  the  DPW  Director.  Ms.  Short  confirmed  that  if  this  were  to  move  forward, 
25,000  trees  would  have  to  be  noticed,  and  mail  notification  would  be  sent  to  adjacent  property  owners. 
Commissioner  Martin  asked  if  there  was  a  possibility  to  do  a  mass  notification  instead  of  on  the 
individual  trees.  Ms.  Short  explained  that  would  require  an  amendment  to  Article  16  of  the  Public 
Works  Code  that  may  be  considered  and  would  have  to  go  before  the  Board  of  Supervisors. 

Ms.  Short  stated  that  DPW  and  Planning  are  interested  in  moving  the  Urban  Forest  Plan  forward  and 
are  looking  at  grant  applications  for  additional  funding.  She  stated  that  it  would  be  helpful  to  look  at 
best  practices  in  other  municipalities  as  well  as  including  a  survey  of  existing  trees  because  there  are 
many  trees  that  are  maintained  by  adjacent  property  owners  that  are  not  captured  in  any  database.  It 
is  essential  to  have  records  of  what  exists  to  plan  for  the  City's  future.  Reasonably  good  records  do 
exist  for  trees  that  DPW,  Friends  of  the  Urban  Forest  (FUF),  property  owners,  and  developers  have 
planted  with  a  permit,  but  people  frequently  plant  trees  with  no  process. 

Ms.  Short  stated  that  as  far  as  enforcement,  Article  16  outlines  what  is  legal  or  not— it  is  unlawful  to 
remove  a  street  tree  planted  in  the  public  right  of  way  without  a  permit  because  it  is  protected  under  the 
Code.   DPW  most  frequently  deals  with  street  trees  and  street  trees  that  are  in  unaccepted  streets  and 
other  public  rights  of  way  as  well  as  on  DPW  property  that  are  protected  under  the  Code.  There  is  a 
description  in  Article  16  on  what  maintenance  shall  mean  and  when  it  is  the  responsibility  of  the 
adjacent  property  owner  as  well  as  when  it  is  the  responsibility  of  the  department.  It  must  be  consistent 
with  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  Pruning  Standards,  the  American  National  Standards 
Institutes  (ANSCI)  300  standards,  and  ISA  Best  Practices  Pruning  Guidelines,  whichever  is  more 
protective  of  the  trees.  Property  owners  through  deliberate  acts  or  gross  negligence  who  damage  a 
tree  can  receive  a  fine  equal  to  the  value  of  the  tree  or  if  not  known,  an  in-lieu  fee  may  be  charged, 
which  is  what  it  costs  the  department  to  plant  a  tree  and  water  it  for  three  years,  essentially  to 
reestablish  a  tree. 

Commissioner  Martin  inquired  what  the  Commission  or  Committee  can  do  to  provide  support.  Ms. 
Short  stated  that  anything  the  Commission  could  do  to  influence  resources  toward  the  Urban  Forest 
Master  Plan  and  long-term  tree  maintenance  would  be  beneficial.  She  explained  that  the  will  within  the 
departments  is  there,  but  the  financial  crisis  presents  a  need  to  stop  the  process.  Commissioner  Martin 
stated  that  it  would  help  the  process  for  the  Commission  to  know  what  type  of  funding  would  be 
required  to  complete  the  entire  scope  of  the  Plan  or  key  pieces  of  the  Plan  in  addition  to  identifying 
what  key  tasks  could  be  done  in-house  and  resources  that  would  require. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  from  a  fairness  point  of  view,  people  who  purchase  homes  may  be 
unhappy  if  there  had  not  been  full  disclosure  by  the  real  estate  agent  about  the  provisions  in  Article  16 
or  changes  that  could  be  made  to  it  in  terms  of  relinquishment  of  maintenance  responsibility.  She 
discussed  the  possible  negative  reaction  by  property  owners  when  they  realize  the  expense  to  maintain 
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the  large  and  mature  trees  that  were  planted  by  the  Federally  Assisted  Code  Enforcement  (FACE) 
program.  Ms.  Short  explained  that  if  you  buy  a  property  right  now,  in  68,000  cases  you  would  inherit  a 
tree  in  front  of  your  house  if  there  is  one.  She  explained  that  it  is  not  included  in  disclosures  legally  but 
that  DPW  has  worked  with  the  San  Francisco  Association  of  Realtors  to  encourage  them  to  provide 
disclosures.  It  is  possible  that  a  homeowner  may  inherit  a  large  tree  that  cannot  be  removed  just 
because  it  requires  maintenance.  Two-thirds  of  property  owners  have  this  maintenance  responsibility 
because  they  own  property  not  maintained  by  DPW.  It  could  be  said  that  one-third  of  property  owners 
have  their  trees  maintained  for  free  when  two-thirds  don't. 

Ms.  Short  reported  that  the  Urban  Forest  Master  Plan  scope  calls  for  researching  best  practices  from 
other  municipalities  that  might  bolster  an  argument  in  favor  of  relinquishment  of  all  trees  or  taking  over 
maintenance  of  all  trees.  Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  Sherwood  Design  Engineers,  who  is 
responsible  for  that  part  of  the  scope  of  the  plan  revision,  had  completed  the  revision  and  it  sounded  as 
if  the  consultant  would  be  willing  to  package  it  to  distribute.  She  suggested  that  Department  staff  follow 
up  on  acquiring  economic  data  collection  and  analysis  that  was  prepared  by  EDAW.  Acting  Director 
Assmann  asked  if  there  was  discussion  recently  of  what  it  would  take  to  go  to  the  next  stage. 
Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  she  did  not  get  a  detailed  account  of  what  was  included,  but  it  did 
include  the  general  category  of  best  practices.  Acting  Director  Assmann  stated  that  the  Department 
would  be  happy  to  follow-up  with  the  contractor,  but  that  the  stumbling  block  would  still  be  acquiring 
resources. 

Commissioner  Martin  suggested  comparing  key  information  with  the  internal  review  that  DPW  is  doing 
about  taking  on  more  maintenance  if  a  fee  was  imposed  or  relinquishing  tree  maintenance.  The 
relinquishment  discussion  means  that  there  will  be  a  public  forum  for  talking  about  the  way  we 
collectively  maintain  trees,  and  about  the  fairness  issue.  A  discussion  would  be  held  on  the  sorry  state 
of  the  existing  canopy  because  of  budget  cuts  and  the  way  it  was  set  up,  unlike  other  jurisdictions 
where  the  city  or  some  central  agency  takes  care  of  all  of  the  trees.  She  stated  that  her  impression  is 
that  most  property  owners  are  not  aware  that  there  is  another  option  that  may  cost  less.  Commissioner 
Martin  asked  when  the  budget  figures  would  be  available.  Ms.  Short  stated  that  the  department  is 
currently  working  on  preparing  figures  that  would  be  part  of  the  budget  presentation  to  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  for  the  current  budget  cycle. 

Mr.  Terry  Milne,  Urban  Forestry  Council  Chair,  stated  that  the  Council  has  not  been  a  part  of  the  Urban 
Forest  Master  Plan  revision  process  for  over  a  year.  The  Plan  was  discussed  for  about  fourteen 
months  and  then  sent  to  the  Planning  Department  to  work  on,  but  then  budgetary  cuts  arose.  Some 
Council  members  did  attend  general  scoping  meetings  when  the  effort  was  in  progress.  He  stated  that 
the  Council  is  anxious  to  do  whatever  possible  to  move  the  Plan  forward  either  incrementally  or  fully, 
and  it  has  been  in  their  Work  Plan  to  keep  apprised  of  developments.  Environment  staff  has  looked  into 
grants  and  doing  the  work  in  sections  with  assistance  from  the  Council.  Mr.  Milne  reported  on  the 
amount  of  work  that  went  into  developing  the  Plan  before  it  went  to  the  Planning  Department  and  their 
consultants  and  how  the  Council  would  like  to  see  the  Plan  completed. 

Mr.  Milne  recalled  a  discussion  with  the  Department  of  Public  Works  about  taking  over  the  maintenance 
of  all  trees  in  San  Francisco,  which  he  thought  was  the  best  thing  that  could  happen  for  urban  forestry 
in  San  Francisco  but  those  were  the  days  before  the  budget  cuts.  As  far  as  relinquishment  of  tree 
maintenance  to  property  owners,  he  stated  that  he  was  personally  involved  in  a  pilot  project  for 
relinquishment  about  10-12  years  ago  that  ended  up  with  four  trees  being  cut  down  and  most  of  the 
other  trees  were  taken  care  of  by  the  City  because  the  neighborhood  did  not  like  the  idea  that  they 
would  have  to  maintain  mature  trees  at  a  huge  cost,  so  home  owners  started  applying  for  removal 
permits.  He  stated  that  relinquishment  of  tree  maintenance  may  not  be  good  for  San  Francisco's  urban 
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forest  overall,  especially  when  a  large  amount  of  trees  may  be  affected.  Mr.  Milne  reported  that  he  has 
not  talked  to  the  Planning  Department  for  quite  some  time  about  the  status  of  the  Master  Plan  revision. 
Commissioner  Martin  asked  if  the  Urban  Forestry  Council's  preference  was  for  the  Department  of 
Public  Works  to  take  over  maintenance  of  all  trees.   Mr.  Milne  stated  that  Council  members  who  were 
involved  in  these  discussions  felt  that  DPW  could  do  a  better  job  than  individual  home  owners  and 
discussed  the  effect  on  trees  when  and  if  property  ownership  changed.  He  stated  that  some  property 
owners  may  do  a  good  job  and  others  may  not. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  when  the  DPW  budget  goes  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  Budget 
Committee,  Board  members  would  ask  for  information  about  how  much  money  would  be  saved  and 
what  the  difference  would  be  in  the  standard  of  care.  Ms.  Short  stated  that  she  is  not  sure  when  those 
numbers  will  be  available,  but  she  is  anticipating  that  there  will  be  a  lot  of  questions.  The  Department  is 
trying  to  be  responsible  for  trees  that  they  have  maintenance  responsibility  for,  and  that  is  why  this 
proposal  is  being  reviewed.  DPW  has  experienced  a  loss  of  staffing  for  tree  maintenance  and  is  trying 
to  do  the  responsible  thing.  Commissioner  Gravanis  suggested  doing  a  comparison  on  what  it  would 
cost  to  do  the  inspection  and  enforcement  if  trees  are  relinquished,  because  if  these  trees  are 
transferred  to  private  property  owner  responsibility,  then  it  is  possible  that  DPW  would  be  allocating 
staff  time  to  inspect  trees,  put  notices  on  individual  doorknobs,  or  to  tell  them  what  needs  to  be  done, 
then  follow-up  to  see  what  has  been  done,  then  do  required  paperwork,  and  incur  legal  cost  of  appeals. 
She  suggested  comparing  the  costs  and  then  seeing  what  advantages  are  in  terms  of  the  beauty  of  our 
trees. 

Public  Comment:  Ms.  Howard  stated  that  she  is  a  30-year  resident  of  San  Francisco  and  discussed  the 
Eucalyptus  tree  in  front  of  her  residence.  She  discussed  the  poor  pruning  job  that  was  done  by  the 
original  company  that  was  hired  by  her  landlord  and  the  subsequent  hiring  of  a  good  arborist  that  has 
maintained  the  tree  to  its  present  state  of  age  and  beauty.  She  stated  that  trees  are  a  benefit  to  the  City 
and  to  homeowners  and  beautifully  maintained  trees  are  important.  She  expressed  her  discomfort  at 
the  prospect  of  relinquishing  tree  care  to  homeowners  because  of  the  bad  pruning  she  has  seen  in 
neighborhoods.  Ms.  Howard  stated  that  the  cost  of  an  arborist  to  prune  a  tree  may  frighten  people. 
She  suggested  implementing  a  program  where  homeowners  can  have  trees  pruned  by  the  City  and 
actually  pay  for  it  as  a  mechanism  for  retaining  staff.  Ms.  Howard  stated  that  noticing  people  would 
require  providing  instructions  in  many  languages  about  pruning  and  topping  and  would  also  require  a 
web  site  that  contains  pruning  guidelines.  She  spoke  in  support  of  doing  whatever  is  possible  to 
preserve  the  urban  forest. 

Mr.  Doug  Wildman,  Friends  of  the  Urban  Forest  stated  that  he  is  concerned  that  the  relinquishment  of 
tree  maintenance  to  adjacent  property  owners  would  reduce  the  standard  level  of  care  and  eco-system 
services.  He  stated  that  the  quality  of  trees  in  the  city  would  be  reduced  due  to  the  random  nature  of 
hiring  for  tree  maintenance  service  that  would  result  in  poor  pruning  practices,  and  felt  that  tree  removal 
permits  would  be  more  frequent  as  stated  by  Mr.  Milne.  Mr.  Wildman  stated  that  the  City  of  San  Jose 
has  relinquished  the  care  of  their  street  trees  in  the  last  year  and  suggested  learning  from  their 
experience.   Friends  of  the  Urban  Forest  (FUF)  believes  that  the  City's  care  of  trees  would  be  the  best 
scenario  for  all  city  streets.  FUF  was  looking  forward  to  the  Urban  Forest  Plan  providing  direction  in 
this  area.  He  suggested  trying  to  acquire  whatever  portion  was  completed  by  the  contractors  if 
possible.  Commissioner  Martin  asked  if  FUF  could  provide  services  on  the  scope  of  the  Plan  or  for 
fundraising.  Mr.  Wildman  stated  that  he  would  be  happy  to  see  what  the  City  of  San  Jose  has 
experienced.  He  stated  that  state  grant  money  is  being  pursued  but  it  is  always  in  jeopardy.  A  more 
stable  possibility  would  be  to  find  a  foundation  or  corporation  to  finish  the  Plan.  He  stated  that  he  does 
not  know  the  scope  of  the  Plan  well  enough  but  suggested  working  with  the  Planning  Department  and 
DPW  to  find  out  what  is  most  essential  and  who  could  do  the  work. 
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Ms.  Mei  Ling  Hui,  Urban  Forestry  Council  Coordinator,  discussed  the  prospect  of  DPW  taking  over  care 
of  all  city  street  trees,  which  she  stated  has  been  considered  for  some  time  and  was  included  in  the 
2009  Annual  Urban  Forest  Report  that  was  published  in  September  2009.  That  ability  does  hinge  on 
funding  and  staffing  related  to  funding.  She  stated  that  in  some  ways  it  may  help  the  urban  forest 
because  it  would  bring  people's  attention  back  to  it.  A  lot  of  people  don't  understand  tree  care 
requirements  so  this  proposal  would  start  conversations  about  taxing  and  financing  and  a  fee  for 
service  for  DPW  staff.  Commissioner  Martin  asked  whether  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  had  any 
suggestions  for  follow-up.  Mr.  Milne  stated  that  there  is  no  current  plan,  and  that  he  is  in  attendance  at 
this  meeting  to  find  out  the  status. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  suggested  that  an  intern  could  work  on  acquiring  the  basic  statistics/costs, 
e.g.,  what  is  the  cost  of  pruning  an  average  tree  to  pruning  standards  if  DPW  does  the  work  and 
following  up  on  Ms.  Howard's  suggestion,  what  if  a  private  property  owner  would  pay  DPW  to  do  the 
work  for  an  individual  tree  by  appointment,  or  what  would  the  savings  be  if  a  whole  block  signs  up  for 
tree  maintenance?  Mr.  Wildman  stated  that  DPW  is  set  up  to  do  a  whole  block  at  a  time. 
Commissioner  Gravanis  suggested  finding  out  what  it  would  cost  as  a  basis  of  comparison  if  all  City 
trees  were  maintained  to  standards  by  DPW  versus  individual  homeowner  contracts  with  tree 
companies  that  may  or  may  not  qualify  to  do  the  work.  Mr.  Wildman  suggested  researching  the 
difference  in  cost  of  providing  care  for  one  tree  versus  blocks  of  trees  at  one  time.  Commissioners 
Gravanis  and  Martin  discussed  scheduling  an  update  on  this  agenda  item  as  a  possibility  for  the  May 
meeting. 

6.  Approval  of  Resolution  requesting  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  support  the  Golden 
Gate  Park  Alliance's  request  for  the  Planning  Department  to  prepare  an  Environmental  Impact 
Report  (EIR)  for  the  Beach  Chalet  Soccer  Field  project.  The  Policy  Committee  shall  discuss  and 
vote  on  the  Resolution  for  recommendation  to  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  to  consider  at  their 
March  23  meeting.  Sponsor:  Commissioner  Ruth  Gravanis  (Explanatory  Documents:  Draft  Resolution 
File  No.  2010-02-COE,  Golden  Gate  Park  Alliance  Letter  to  Commission  on  the 
Environment,  Synthetic  Playfields  Report,  "New  Soccer  Complex  to  Drastically  Alter  Golden  Gate  Park 
and  Ocean  Beach",  Golden  Gate  Audubon  Appeal  and  Letter  to  City  Agencies;  Department  of  the 
Environment  Staff  Responses)  Speakers:  Kathy  Howard,  Member  Steering  Committee,  Golden  Gate 
Park  Preservation  Alliance  and  Noreen  Weeden,  Audubon  Society  representative  (Presentation  time: 
10  minutes)  (Discussion  and  Action) 

Ms.  Noreen  Weeden  reported  that  the  Golden  Gate  Audubon  Society  is  a  local  non-profit  organization 
that  has  been  active  since  1917  and  has  10,000  members.  Its  mission  is  to  protect  Bay  Area  birds  and 
other  wildlife  and  to  conserve  and  restore  native  habitat.  She  reported  that  the  San  Francisco 
Recreation  and  Park  Department  is  proposing  to  convert  four  grass  fields  to  artificial  turf  and  install  60- 
foot  lighting  that  will  remain  on  until  10:00  p.m.  at  the  Beach  Chalet  soccer  fields  in  Golden  Gate  Park. 
She  explained  that  Golden  Gate  Park  and  Ocean  Beach  are  parts  of  the  Pacific  Flyway,  an  important 
migratory  route  that  millions  of  birds  use  in  the  spring  and  fall.  Night  lighting  can  cause  birds  to  become 
confused  and  disoriented  because  birds  that  migrate  at  night  navigate  using  the  moon  and  stars.  She 
stated  that  one  of  the  key  findings  in  a  book  by  Dr.  Travis  Longcore  and  Catherine  Rich  called 
Ecological  Consequences  of  Artificial  Night  Lighting  is  that  "animals  can  experience  increased 
orientation  or  disorientation  from  additional  illumination  and  are  attracted  to  or  repulsed  by  glare  that 
affects  foraging,  reproduction,  communication  and  other  critical  behaviors."  Ms.  Weeden  described  the 
negative  impact  that  artificial  night  lighting  has  on  birds  nesting  and  roosting  in  this  part  of  the  park  and 
stated  that  Golden  Gate  Park  provides  a  vital  habitat  for  wildlife. 
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Ms.  Weeden  stated  that  in  1930,  the  California  Academy  of  Sciences  published  a  handbook  on  the 
birds  of  Golden  Gate  Park  and  identified  1 1 1  species  of  birds.  She  showed  a  presentation  of  the 
variety  of  birds'  species  that  are  seen  in  the  park  and  playfields  and  discussed  the  enjoyment 
experienced  by  people  who  go  to  the  park  to  enjoy  the  birds  and  who  participate  in  events  such  as  the 
"Christmas  Bird  Count."  Ms.  Weeden  discussed  her  participation  in  the  Synthetic  Turf  Task  Force  that 
made  recommendations  to  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department  and  stated  their  belief  that  conclusions 
were  predetermined.  She  reported  that  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department  has  completed  six 
artificial  turf  sites  to  date,  some  with  lights,  and  three  sites  are  planned  all  with  lights  including  this 
multi-field  site  at  Beach  Chalet.  In  the  future,  two  additional  field  sites  are  planned  in  western  Golden 
Gate  Park. 

Ms.  Weeden  discussed  Golden  Gate  Audubon  Society's  participation  in  the  process  as  follows--On 
August  7,  2009,  a  meeting  was  held  with  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department  General  Manager  and  a 
letter  was  provided  expressing  concerns  on  the  project.  On  September  14,  a  letter  was  written  to 
Supervisor  Mirkarimi  to  support  his  Resolution  to  halt  the  conversion  of  natural  playfields  to  artificial  turf 
until  additional  information  became  available.  On  December  9,  a  letter  was  written  to  the  Planning 
Department  and  Recreation  and  Park  Department  about  the  applicability  of  the  California 
Environmental  Quality  Act,  and  a  meeting  was  held  with  City  Fields  Foundation  and  Recreation  and 
Park  Department  staff.  Two  community  meetings  were  attended  to  voice  concern.  At  the  community 
meeting,  Ms.  Weeden  learned  that  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department  claimed  a  categorical 
exemption  for  this  project.  On  January  12,  a  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA)  appeal  was 
filed  with  the  Clerk  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors.  The  City  Attorney  determined  that  the  filing  was 
premature  because  the  Planning  Department  was  reviewing  the  project. 

Golden  Gate  Audubon  feels  that  the  project  will  have  environmental  impacts  that  must  be  considered 
and  listed  examples  such  as  increased  use  of  human  traffic,  increased  trash  and  food  waste,  an 
increase  in  population  of  predatory  animals  attracted  to  food,  waste,  and  trash,  effect  on  local  wildlife,  a 
change  in  the  night  sky  in  the  western  part  of  the  park,  and  increased  pollution,  as  well  as  many  other 
concerns  and  potential  impacts  as  outlined  in  the  explanatory  documents  provided.  Ms.  Weeden 
discussed  Golden  Gate  Audubon's  concern  for  the  residents  and  visitors  and  wildlife  in  the  parks.  She 
stated  that  the  City  emphasizes  being  green  and  the  plan  to  remove  habitat  and  replace  it  with  brightly 
lit  green  plastic  covered  with  crumbled  tires  is  not  green.  On  behalf  of  the  Golden  Gate  Audubon 
Society,  Ms.  Weeden  asked  the  Committee  to  support  the  proposed  Resolution  requesting  that  a  full 
EIR  be  prepared  for  this  project. 

Ms.  Kathy  Howard,  Golden  Gate  Park  Preservation  Alliance,  provided  a  picture  of  the  proposed  project 
(see  explanatory  document).  She  stated  that  Golden  Gate  Park  is  included  in  the  Golden  Gate  Park 
Master  Plan  and  is  in  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places,  which  portrays  the  park  as  a  place  that  is 
pastoral  and  an  urban  respite.  She  indicated  that  this  project  does  not  fit  in  with  this  categorization. 
She  stated  that  the  current  fields  would  be  enlarged  and  expanded,  there  would  be  bleachers;  a 
champion  field;  20-foot  fences;  concrete  paths  with  concrete  around  it;  an  enlarged  parking  lot;  path, 
parking  lot;  and  stadium  lighting,  which  can  be  seen  from  Ocean  Beach.  She  suggested  that 
Committee  members  view  the  field  on  20th  and  Wawona  Streets  that  have  stadium  lighting  for  an 
example  of  what  the  proposed  project  would  look  like.  Ms.  Howard  submitted  a  letter  for  the  record 
from  the  Defense  of  Animals  that  discusses  environmental  impacts.  She  noted  that  additional 
explanatory  documents  have  been  submitted  that  include  three  pages  of  all  the  environmental  impacts 
as  well  as  Golden  Gate  Audubon  Society's  appeal  to  the  categorical  exemption.  Ms.  Howard  stated 
that  she  is  not  against  soccer  and  suggested  that  the  fields  can  be  renovated  with  newer  technology  for 
grass  playing  fields  that  professional  players  enjoy  that  would  retain  the  park  and  environment  and  also 
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for  the  sake  of  the  players.  She  urged  the  Committee  to  approve  that  a  CEQA  study  be  prepared  for 
this  project. 

Commissioner  Martin  inquired  about  the  project  sponsor  and  its  timeline.  Ms.  Weeden  reported  that 
the  Recreation  and  Park  Department  is  the  sponsor  for  the  project  working  with  the  City  Fields 
Foundation.  Ms.  Howard  stated  that  she  is  trying  to  acquire  detailed  financial  information  but  explained 
that  City  Fields  Foundation  will  be  paying  for  part  of  the  project  and  the  Recreation  and  Park 
Department  would  be  paying  part  through  bond  money.  Ms.  Howard  stated  that  she  felt  that  people  did 
not  knowledgeably  vote  for  use  of  bond  money  for  this  type  of  project. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  asked  Department  of  the  Environment  staff  to  report  on  whether  there  could  be 
significant  environmental  impacts  as  a  result  of  this  project.  Acting  Director  Assmann  reported  that  a 
summary  was  provided  from  Department  staff-Dr.  Chris  Geiger,  Mr.  Paul  Ledesma,  and  Mr.  Faiz  Khan 
(see  explanatory  document  summary).  Dr.  Geiger,  Green  Purchasing  Program  Manager,  stated  that 
Department  staff  participated  as  members  of  the  Task  Force  that  reviewed  the  technology,  but  not  the 
specific  site.  He  stated  that  the  only  interaction  he  has  had  with  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department 
was  about  recycled  infill  in  the  synthetic  turf  at  that  particular  site.  Assistance  was  provided  to  the 
department  in  developing  purchasing  specifications  for  synthetic  turf  products  that  they  may  be 
purchasing  for  a  variety  of  sites  in  the  City.  Those  specifications  were  more  stringent  that  any  he  has 
seen.  Dr.  Geiger  stated  that  the  Golden  Gate  letter  is  good,  complete,  and  clear  but  there  are 
inaccuracies  about  the  conclusions  of  the  Task  Force,  which  he  described  in  the  explanatory  document 
summary. 

Dr.  Geiger  reported  that  Mr.  Dan  Mauer,  Recreation  and  Park  Department  Project  Manager,  sent 
communication  that  a  biological  assessment  and  arborist  study  were  prepared  and  sent  to  the  Planning 
Department.  Ms.  Weeden  stated  that  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department  had  hired  a  consulting  firm 
to  do  a  biological  assessment,  which  in  her  opinion  was  not  a  comprehensive  study  because  it  was 
prepared  for  only  one  day  in  January.  Project  plans  and  an  evaluation  of  the  trees  and  habitat  that 
would  be  removed  had  been  reviewed  as  part  of  the  study.  Commissioner  Gravanis  inquired  whether 
they  included  the  impacts  on  wildlife  from  vegetation  removal.  Ms.  Weeden  stated  impacts  were 
included  from  what  they  saw  on  a  single  day.  Ms.  Howard  reported  that  both  reports  contain  flaws  that 
would  be  discussed  in  an  appeal  if  it  becomes  necessary.  She  stated  that  the  reason  for  the  EIR  is  so 
all  the  potential  impacts  could  be  discovered. 

Mr.  Ledesma,  City  Government  Zero  Waste  Coordinator,  stated  that  the  Recreation  and  Park 
Department  should  work  with  the  Department  of  the  Environment  to  encourage  manufacturers  to 
develop  recycling  and  end-of  life  programs  for  synthetic  turf.  Staff  engaged  the  synthetic  turf 
representatives  when  they  were  interviewed  by  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department  on  this  topic  as 
well  as  developing  recycled  content.  The  industry  had  not  as  of  a  year  ago  seriously  contemplated 
recycled  content  or  end-of-life  management  in  the  product  they  were  selling  and  it  was  taken  as  a 
serious  defect  in  their  product.  It  was  made  clear  to  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department  and  City 
Fields  Foundation  that  the  Department  of  the  Environment  would  not  support  synthetic  turf  unless  they 
press  the  industry  forward. 

The  Recreation  and  Park  Department  and  City  Fields  Foundation  adopted  this  position  as  well  and 
have  been  participants  in  carrying  this  message  forward  to  the  industry.  Since  that  time,  industry 
representative  have  spoken  more  coherently  about  managing  products,  developing  plans  for  taking  the 
fields  back,  and  for  finding  pathways  for  recyclability  and  reuse  opportunities.  Commissioner  Gravanis 
inquired  if  there  was  a  binding  contract  that  could  be  implemented.  Mr.  Ledesma  stated  that  an 
infrastructure  is  not  yet  in  place.  The  purchasing  specifications  included  a  requirement  that  a 
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commitment  be  made  in  writing  to  develop  an  end-of-life  management  plan  in  seven  years,  which  is  the 
term  of  the  life  of  the  field.  Commissioner  Gravanis  asked  if  there  was  a  guarantee  that  they  would 
develop  a  plan.  Mr.  Ledesma  stated  that  the  industry  can't  be  pressured  to  develop  a  plan  that  they  are 
not  capable  of  at  this  time.  He  stated  that  the  best  that  can  be  done  is  to  communicate  in  the  best  way 
possible  that  a  failure  to  meet  that  requirement  would  be  seen  in  a  negative  light  with  future  placement 
of  the  field. 

Mr.  Ledesma  reported  that  the  City  would  actually  be  purchasing  the  product  for  this  field,  and  there 
would  be  service  agreements  for  maintenance.  Agreements  could  be  made  as  part  of  the  purchase 
that  the  manufacturer  takes  the  product  back.  City  Fields  and  Recreation  and  Park  Department  will  be 
including  this  agreement  in  their  final  contract.  Commissioner  Martin  suggested  a  lease  option  as  a 
mechanism  to  encourage  responsibility  since  the  product  would  be  theirs  in  the  end. 

Ms.  Hui,  Urban  Forestry  Council  Coordinator,  stated  that  the  arborist  report  is  recommending  trees  for 
removal  that  are  largely  in  poor  health.  (Explanatory  Document:  Hort  Science  Arborist  Report).  The 
report  does  not  provide  a  hazard  rating  on  trees,  but  does  provide  an  assessment  of  health  from  1  to  5, 
1  bad  to  5  very  good.  There  is  a  recommendation  that  approximately  six  trees  that  are  in  moderate  or 
good  condition  be  removed  as  part  of  the  plan.  The  rest  of  the  trees  they  say  are  in  poor  condition. 
People  that  are  preparing  the  report  are  field  experts  and  she  trusts  their  opinion.  She  stated  that 
proper  forest  management  is  to  ensure  that  your  forest  is  safe.  If  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department 
is  seeing  this  as  an  opportunity  to  rehabilitate  the  aging  forest  in  Golden  Gate  Park  and  making  sure 
that  their  trees  are  properly  maintained,  then  it  is  a  good  thing.  Ms.  Hui  stated  that  it  would  be  ideal  if 
the  six  trees  that  appear  to  be  in  moderate  or  good  health  that  are  large  trees  could  be  preserved. 
Those  trees  are  Monterey  Cypress,  which  are  one  of  the  two  signature  species  of  Golden  Gate  Park. 
Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  the  Planning  Department  concluded  that  a  categorical  exemption 
was  not  required  quite  some  time  ago  before  wildlife  and  arborist  studies  were  completed  in  2010. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  one  of  the  advantages  of  doing  an  EIR  or  expanded  Negative 
Declaration  is  that  you  can  call  for  mitigation  measures  that  would  consider  unanswered  questions, 
such  as  an  alternative  configuration  to  save  trees  and  a  more  detailed  assessment  on  wildlife  in  the 
area.  A  discussion  was  held  on  the  possibility  of  requesting  a  Negative  Declaration  if  the  project  did  not 
qualify  for  an  EIR  in  order  to  consider  mitigation  options. 

Mr.  Terry  Milne,  Bernal  Heights  Tree  Committee,  urged  the  Committee  to  approve  the  original 
Resolution  because  an  EIR  would  further  examine  alternatives  or  mitigations  for  the  proposed  removal 
of  60-  100  trees  at  that  end  of  the  park,  some  of  which  are  large  and  mature.  He  stated  that  he  is 
surprised  that  the  arborist  report  does  not  contain  a  hazard  assessment  because  he  knows  that  the 
Recreation  and  Park  Department  are  aware  of  hazardous  trees,  so  it  leads  him  to  believe  that  none  of 
the  trees  in  that  area  are  hazardous.  Ms.  Hui  stated  that  the  report  proposes  removal  of  22  trees  and 
43  shrubs  (myoporum)  that  could  also  be  considered  trees  depending  on  the  location  they  are  grown  in. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  recommended  an  amendment  to  the  Resolution  Resolved  clause  to 
urge  that  an  expanded  or  mitigated  Negative  Declaration  be  prepared  to  thoroughly  address  the 
full  range  of  possible  impacts  if  it  is  determined  that  a  full  EIR  is  not  required.  Commissioner 
Martin  moved  that  the  Resolution  be  amended  to  include  this  request  as  well  as  the  inclusion  of 
potential  impacts  of  the  project.  Commissioner  Gravanis  seconded  the  motion.  (AYES: 
Commissioners  Gravanis  and  Martin;  Absent:  Commissioner  Wald).  (Explanatory  Document: 
Amended  Draft  Resolution  for  Recommendation  to  the  Commission  on  the  Environment) 
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7.  Director's  Updates.  Speaker:  David  Assmann,  Acting  Director  (Informational  Report  and  Discussion) 

Acting  Director  Assmann  reported  that  every  City  department  was  required  to  issue  layoff  notices  to  the 
vast  majority  of  City  employees  with  the  understanding  that  there  would  be  reinstatement  notices 
issued  the  third  week  of  March  rehiring  the  vast  majority  back  at  a  37  1/2  hour  work  week.  This 
reduction  would  amount  to  a  6.25  %  pay  cut  and  would  have  an  impact  on  projects  and  programs  in  the 
Department.  The  layoffs  are  not  final  because  there  are  union  negotiations  in  progress  from  now  until 
May,  the  effective  date  of  the  layoffs.  The  layoffs  affect  all  staff  with  the  exception  of  EnvironmentNow 
and  Energy  Watch  staff.  He  explained  that  the  Energy  Watch  staff  has  billable  hours  that  if  were 
reduced  would  result  in  a  $150,000  reduction  in  revenue. 

Acting  Director  Assmann  reported  on  the  large  number  of  energy  projects  that  were  funded  in  the  past 
month.  He  stated  that  seven  new  Energy  program  positions  were  created  as  a  result  of  energy  grants 
and  stimulus  funding  that  the  Department  would  be  receiving.  He  explained  that  because  of  the 
addition  of  staff,  the  Department  is  overcrowded  and  is  negotiating  conference  space  in  the  basement. 
The  existing  conference  facilities  on  the  first  and  third  floor  would  be  converted  into  work  space. 

Acting  Director  Assmann  reported  that  the  Department  is  working  with  DPW  to  help  them  find  revenue 
ideas.  He  stated  that  Ms.  Rosenmoss,  Manager  of  Grants  and  Fundraising  would  be  communicating 
with  Friends  of  the  Urban  Forest  about  grant  possibilities.  He  discussed  the  Department  of 
Conservation  funding  that  was  guaranteed  for  cans  and  bottle  recycling  that  the  state  borrowed  for  the 
General  Fund.  As  a  result,  programs  were  cancelled  and  the  Department  lost  a  quarter  of  a  million 
dollars  in  revenue.   Mr.  Assmann  discussed  the  federal  funding  allocation  for  electric  vehicle 
infrastructure  to  setup  charging  stations  in  San  Francisco  public  garages  and  upcoming  energy 
efficiency  work  for  boiler  retrofits.  He  explained  that  the  Department  budget  has  to  be  before  the  Board 
of  Supervisors  by  June  1  and  will  take  a  lot  of  time  because  of  changes  to  a  37.5  hour  workweek  which 
may  or  may  not  occur.  The  budget  will  not  be  balanced  until  an  agreement  has  been  reached. 

Commissioner  Martin  inquired  about  the  effect  of  the  budget  reductions  on  the  Mayor's  program  to 
plant  25,000  trees  in  five  years  (5  thousand  a  year).  She  asked  if  there  has  been  conversation  with  the 
Mayor's  Office  about  the  general  decline  of  the  urban  forest  and  DPW's  relinquishment  proposal. 
Acting  Director  Assmann  stated  that  there  have  been  no  specific  discussions.  Commissioner  Gravanis 
suggested  conveyance  of  these  issues  to  the  Mayor's  Greening  Director,  Astrid  Haryati.  Commissioner 
Martin  asked  Acting  Director  Assmann  to  report  back  in  the  next  Director's  Report  if  there  is  something 
that  can  be  done  to  make  sure  the  Mayor  is  aware  if  the  goal  he  has  set  forth.  Acting  Director  Assmann 
discussed  conveyance  of  the  idea  to  the  Mayor's  Office  of  assessing  property  owners  for  the  cost  of 
DPW  assuming  tree  care.  Commissioner  Martin  suggested  adding  the  idea  of  property  owners  also 
hiring  DPW  to  do  sidewalk  replacement  in  tandem  with  tree  care,  which  she  believes  is  an  option  as  of 
last  year. 

8.  Announcements.  (Discussion)  Commissioner  Gravanis  announced  a  February  2010  San  Francisco 
Bay  Crossings  article  written  about  work  that  Commissioner  Martin  is  doing  with  PlantSF  called 
"Determined  Resident  brings  Slice  of  Nature  to  City  Sidewalks." 

9.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Discussion) 

Commissioner  Gravanis  discussed  the  possibility  of  holding  two  Policy  Committee  meetings  to  discuss 
all  of  the  proposed  items.  She  discussed  suggestions  for  future  agenda  items  that  include — 
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•  April-GreenPoint  Rated  and  Green  Building  presentation  on  building  retrofits,  Wastewater  Master 
Plan  update,  and  pharmaceutical  update. 

•  Mayor  Executive  Order  on  preventing  sale  of  single-serve  plastic  water  bottles  as  part  of  event 
permitting  process. 

•  April,  May  or  June  meeting  -Treasure  Island  Environmental  Impact  Report. 

•  Cell  phone  tower  safety. 

Commissioner  Martin  requested — 

•  Staff  advise  if  outdoor  heat  lamps  in  public  spaces  may  be  an  issue  of  interest  to  pursue  further 
relative  to  energy  use. 

•  May  meeting-Urban  Forest  Master  Plan  update. 

•  May  or  June  meeting — Discussion  on  hiring  of  a  Department  Biodiversity  Manager  and  identifying  a 
funding  source.  Presentation  by  Ms.  Shawn  Rosenmoss,  Grants  and  Fundraising  Manager. 

•  Staff  advise  if  MSG  may  be  an  issue  of  interest  to  pursue  further  relative  to  toxics  and/or 
environmental  justice.  Commissioner  Gravanis  suggested  consulting  with  the  Health  Department. 

•  Dry  cleaning  update. 

•  Transbay  Cable  project  status. 

•  June — Staff  presentation  on  emergency  preparedness  planning  and  environmental  impacts. 
Discussion  of  gas  wrenches  that  would  turn  gas  off  in  case  of  emergency. 

•  Environmental  impacts  of  disaster  planning  and  disaster  preparedness. 

Toxic  Sewer  Sludge-Committee  members  announced  that  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  is  no  longer 
using  the  term  organic  and  there  are  no  planned  distributions  in  San  Francisco.  June-Acting  Director 
Assmann  suggested  a  future  update  on  state  legislation  and  new  producer  responsibility  bills. 

Public  Comment:  Ms.  Howard  discussed  automatic  gas  shut  off  valve  that  would  turn  the  gas  off  if  there 
was  an  earthquake  and  associated  costs.  Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  the  gas  shut  off  valves  are 
controversial  because  PG&E  would  have  to  be  called  to  come  out  and  turn  the  gas  back  on. 

10.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

11.  Adjournment.  The  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  meeting  adjourned  at  7:32  p.m. 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1 )  the  Commission's  office,  1 1  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco, 
California  between  the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Committee  meeting  website 

https://sites.google.eom/a/sfenvironment.org/commission/policy-committee  with  each  agenda,  or  (3)  upon  request  to  the 
Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone  number  415-355-3709  or  via  e-mail  at  Monica.Fish@sfgov.org. 
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MONDAY,  APRIL  12,  2010,  5:00  P.M. 
City  Hall,  Room  421 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


COMMITTEE  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Johanna  Wald  (Chair),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice-Chair),  Paul  Pelosi  Jr. 

ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 
Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Committee  takes  action  on  any  item. 

1 .  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call. 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  March  8,  2010  Policy  Committee  Regular  Meeting.  (Explanatory 
Document:  March  8,  2010  Draft  Minutes)  (Discussion  and  Action) 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda. 

4.  Update  on  San  Francisco's  Bisphenol  A  (BPA)  Resolution  and  Statewide  and  National  Efforts  on 
BPA.  Sponsor:  Commissioner  Johanna  Wald;  Speaker:  Sushma  Dhulipala,  Commercial  Toxics 
Reduction  Coordinator  (5  minutes)  (Informational  Report  and  Discussion) 

5.  San  Francisco  Department  of  the  Environment  Private  Sector  Green  Building  Program  Update: 
New  and  Existing  Buildings.  Sponsor:  Commissioner  Ruth  Gravanis;  Speaker:  Barry  Hooper,  Green 
Building  Specialist  (20  minutes)  (Explanatory  Document:  Mayor's  Task  Force  on  Existing  Commercial 
Buildings  Executive  Summary:  Recommendations  for  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco) 
(Informational  Report  and  Discussion) 

6.  Director's  Updates.  Speaker:  David  Assmann,  Acting  Director  (Informational  Report  and  Discussion) 

7.  Announcements.  (Discussion) 

8.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Discussion) 

9.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda. 

10.  Adjournment. 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

The  next  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  meeting  is  scheduled  for  Monday,  May  10,  2010  at  5:00  p.m.  in 
Room  421,  City  Hall. 


Department  of  the  Environment,  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Telephone:  (415)  355-3700  •  Fax:  (415)  554-6393 

Email:  environment@sfgov.org  •  www.sfenvironment.org  100%  Post-Consumer  Content 


**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1 )  the  Commission's  office,  1 1  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  California  between 
the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Policy  Committee's  website  https://sites.qooqle.com/a/sfenvironment.orq/commission/policy- 
committee  ,  or  (3)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary  at  telephone  number  415-355-3709,  or  via  e-mail  at 
Monica. Fish (a)sfqov.orq  within  three  business  days  of  a  meeting.  If  any  materials  related  to  an  item  on  this  agenda  have  been 
distributed  to  the  Commission  Policy  Committee  after  distribution  of  the  agenda  packet,  those  materials  are  available  for  public 
inspection  at  the  Department  of  the  Environment,  11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102  during  normal  office  hours  or  will  be  made 
available  at  the  Policy  Committee  meeting  website  link  https://sites.qooqle.eom/a/sfenvironment.orq/commission/policy-committee  as 
links  included  with  the  agenda  or  meeting  minutes. 

Important  Information 

The  ringing  of  and  use  of  cell  phones,  pagers  and  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices  are  prohibited  at  this  meeting.  Please  be 
advised  that  the  Chair  may  order  the  removal  from  the  meeting  room  of  any  person(s)  responsible  for  the  ringing  or  use  of  a  cell  phone, 
pager,  or  other  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices. 

NOTE:  Persons  unable  to  attend  the  meeting  may  submit  to  the  Committee,  by  the  time  the  proceedings  begin,  written  comments 
regarding  the  agenda  items  above.  These  comments  will  be  made  a  part  of  the  official  public  record  and  shall  be  brought  to  the 
attention  of  the  Committee  members.  Any  written  comments  should  be  sent  to:  Commission  Secretary  of  the  Environment,  1 1  Grove 
Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102  or  by  email  at  Monica. Fish(5)sfqov. org  by  5:00  p.m.  on  the  day  prior  to  the  hearing.  Comments  which 
cannot  be  delivered  to  the  Commission  Secretary  by  that  time  may  be  taken  directly  to  the  hearing  at  the  location  above.  When  bringing 
handouts  to  meetings,  please  photocopy  on  both  sides  of  the  paper  and  try  to  use  post-consumer  recycled  or  tree-free  paper.  Also, 
please  bring  sufficient  copies  of  handouts  for  the  Committee,  the  Commission  Secretary  and  the  public. 

Public  Comment 

At  this  time,  members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  items  of  interest  that  are  within  the  subject  matter  jurisdiction  of  the 
Committee  but  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  Public  comment  will  be  taken  following  each  agendized  item.  Each  member  of  the  public 
may  address  the  Committee  for  up  to  three  minutes,  unless  otherwise  announced  by  the  Chair.  If  it  is  demonstrated  that  the  comments 
by  the  public  will  exceed  1 5  minutes,  the  Chair  may  continue  Public  Comment  to  another  time  during  the  meeting. 

The  Brown  Act  forbids  the  Committee  from  taking  action  or  discussing  any  item  or  issue  not  appearing  on  the  posted  agenda.  This  rule 
applies  to  issues  raised  in  public  comment  as  well.  In  response  to  public  comment,  not  on  an  agendized  item,  the  Committee  is  limited 
to: 

1.  Briefly  responding  to  statements  made  or  questions  posed  by  members  of  the  public,  or 

2.  Request  staff  to  report  back  on  a  matter  at  a  subsequent  meeting,  or 

3.  Directing  staff  to  place  the  item  or  issue  on  a  future  agenda  (Government  Code  Section  54954.2(a).) 

Disability  Access 

The  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  Meeting  will  be  held  at  City  Hall,  Room  421,  One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place, 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102,  in  the  Civic  Center  area.  The  meeting  room  is  wheelchair  accessible.  The  closest  accessible  BART  station 
is  the  Civic  Center  Station  at  United  Nations  Plaza  and  Market  Street.  Accessible  MUNI  lines  serving  this  location  are:  #71 
Haight/Noriega  and  the  F  Line  to  Market  and  Van  Ness  and  the  Metro  Stations  at  Van  Ness  and  Market  and  at  Civic  Center.  For 
information  about  MUNI  accessible  services  call  (415)  923-6142.  There  is  accessible  curbside  parking  adjacent  to  City  Hall  on  Grove 
Street  and  Van  Ness  Avenue  and  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Veterans  Building  at  401  Van  Ness  Avenue  adjacent  to  Davies  Hall  and  the  War 
Memorial  Complex. 

The  following  services  are  available  on  request  48  hours  prior  to  the  meeting;  except  for  Monday  meetings,  for  which  the  deadline  shall 
be  4:00  p.m.  of  the  last  business  day  of  the  preceding  week:  For  American  sign  language  interpreters  or  the  use  of  a  reader  during  a 
meeting,  a  sound  enhancement  system,  and/or  alternative  formats  of  the  agenda  and  minutes,  please  contact  Monica  Fish  at  (415) 
355-3709  to  make  arrangements  for  the  accommodation.  Late  requests  will  be  honored,  if  possible. 

In  order  to  assist  the  City's  efforts  to  accommodate  persons  with  severe  allergies,  environmental  illnesses,  multiple  chemical  sensitivity 
or  related  disabilities,  attendees  at  public  meetings  are  reminded  that  other  attendees  may  be  sensitive  to  various  chemical  based 
products.  Please  help  the  City  accommodate  these  individuals.  Individuals  with  chemical  sensitivity  or  related  disabilities  should  call 
the  Mayor's  Office  on  Disability  at  (41 5)  554-6789  or  (41 5)  554-6799  (TTY)  for  further  information. 

Know  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance 
(Chapter  67  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code) 
Government's  duty  is  to  serve  the  public,  reaching  its  decisions  in  full  view  of  the  public.  Commissions,  boards,  councils,  and  other 
agencies  of  the  City  and  County  exist  to  conduct  the  people's  business.  This  ordinance  assures  that  deliberations  are  conducted 
before  the  people  and  that  City  operations  are  open  to  the  people's  review.  For  more  information  on  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine 
Ordinance  or  to  report  a  violation  of  the  ordinance,  contact  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  Task  Force,  Sunshine  Task  Force  Administrator, 
City  Hall,  Room  409,  1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102-4683  at  Phone  No.:  (415)  554-7724;  Fax  No.:  (415) 
554-7854;  E-mail:  sotf@sfqov.org.  Copies  of  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  can  be  obtained  from  the  Clerk  of  the  Sunshine  Task  Force,  the 
San  Francisco  Public  Library  and  on  the  City's  website  at  www.sfgov.org. 

Lobbyist  Registration  and  Reporting  Requirements 
Individuals  and  entities  that  influence  or  attempt  to  influence  local  legislative  or  administrative  action  may  be  required  by  the  San 
Francisco  Lobbyist  Ordinance  [SF  Campaign  &  Governmental  Conduct  Code  §2.100,  et.  seq]  to  register  and  report  lobbying  activity. 
For  more  information  about  the  Lobbyist  Ordinance,  please  contact  the  Ethics  Commission  at:  25  Van  Ness  Avenue,  Second  Floor,  San 
Francisco,  CA  94102;  telephone  (415)  252-3100,  fax  (415)  252-3112;  web  site  atwww.sfgov.org/ethics. 
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COMMITTEE  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Johanna  Wald  (Chair),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice-Chair),  Paul 
Pelosi  Jr. 

The  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee's  Regular  Meeting  of 
Monday,  April  12,  2010  at  5:00  p.m.  was  CANCELLED  due  to  a  lack  of 
quorum.  The  next  regular  meeting  is  scheduled  for  Monday,  May  10,  2010  at 
5:00  p.m.  at  City  Hall,  Room  421,  One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Jr.  Place,  San 
Francisco,  CA  94102.  An  agenda  will  be  prepared  and  distributed  at  least  72 
hours  prior  to  the  next  scheduled  meeting.  For  additional  information  or  to  be 
placed  on  the  agenda  mailing  list,  please  contact  Monica  Fish,  Commission 
Secretary,  at  (415)  355-3709  or  by  email  Monica  .Fish(a)sfqov.org.  Agendas 
can  also  be  accessed  on  the  Policy  Committee's  website 

link  https://sites.gooqle.eom/a/sfenvironment.org/commission/policy-committee. 
Posted:  April  13,  2010 


11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Telephone:  (415)  355-3700  •  Fax:  (415)  554-6393 

Email:  urbanforestcouncil@sfgov.org 
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MONDAY,  MAY  10,  2010,  5:00  P.M. 
City  Hall,  Room  421 
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COMMITTEE  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Johanna  Wald  (Chair),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice-Chair),  Paul  Pelosi  Jr. 

ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 
Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Committee  takes  action  on  any  item. 

1 .  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call. 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  March  8,  2010  Policy  Committee  Regular  Meeting.  (Explanatory 
Document:  March  8,  2010  Draft  Minutes)  (Discussion  and  Action) 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda. 

4.  Update  on  San  Francisco's  Bisphenol  A  (BPA)  Resolution  and  Statewide  and  National  Efforts  on 
BPA.  Sponsor:  Commissioner  Johanna  Wald;  Speaker:  Debbie  Raphael,  Toxics  Reduction  Program 
Manager  (5  minutes)  (Informational  Report  and  Discussion) 

5.  San  Francisco  Department  of  the  Environment  Private  Sector  Green  Building  Program  Update: 
New  and  Existing  Buildings.  Sponsor:  Commissioner  Ruth  Gravanis;  Speaker:  Barry  Hooper,  Green 
Building  Specialist  (20  minutes)  (Explanatory  Documents:  Mayor's  Task  Force  on  Existing  Commercial 
Buildings  Executive  Summary:  Recommendations  for  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco, 
GreenFinance  SF  Fact  Sheet,  California  Green  Building  Standards  Mandatory  Measures  which  are  not 
Currently  Mandatory  in  San  Francisco,  Comparative  Summary  of  SF  Green  Building  Requirements  and 
California  Green  Building  Standards,  and  CCSF  Green  Codes  Summary)  (Informational  Report  and 
Discussion)) 

6.  Director's  Updates.  Speaker:  David  Assmann,  Acting  Director  (Informational  Report  and  Discussion) 

7.  Announcements.  (Discussion) 

8.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Discussion) 

9.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda. 

10.  Adjournment. 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

The  next  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  meeting  is  scheduled  for  Monday,  June  14,  2010  at  5:00  p.m.  in 
Room  421,  City  Hall. 


Department  of  the  Environment,  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Telephone:  (415)  355-3700  •  Fax:  (415)  554-6393 

Email:  environment@sfgov.org  •  www.sfenvironment.org  100%  Post-Consumer  Content 


**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1 )  the  Commission's  office,  1 1  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  California  between 
the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Policy  Committee's  website  https://sites. google. com/a/sfenvironment.orq/commission/policv- 
committee  ,  or  (3)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary  at  telephone  number  415-355-3709,  or  via  e-mail  at 
Monica.Fish@sfqov.org  within  three  business  days  of  a  meeting.  If  any  materials  related  to  an  item  on  this  agenda  have  been 
distributed  to  the  Commission  Policy  Committee  after  distribution  of  the  agenda  packet,  those  materials  are  available  for  public 
inspection  at  the  Department  of  the  Environment,  11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102  during  normal  office  hours  or  will  be  made 
available  at  the  Policy  Committee  meeting  website  link  https://sites.qooqle.eom/a/sfenvironment.org/commission/policy-committee  as 
links  included  with  the  agenda  or  meeting  minutes. 

Important  Information 

The  ringing  of  and  use  of  cell  phones,  pagers  and  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices  are  prohibited  at  this  meeting.  Please  be 
advised  that  the  Chair  may  order  the  removal  from  the  meeting  room  of  any  person(s)  responsible  for  the  ringing  or  use  of  a  cell  phone, 
pager,  or  other  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices. 

NOTE:  Persons  unable  to  attend  the  meeting  may  submit  to  the  Committee,  by  the  time  the  proceedings  begin,  written  comments 
regarding  the  agenda  items  above.  These  comments  will  be  made  a  part  of  the  official  public  record  and  shall  be  brought  to  the 
attention  of  the  Committee  members.  Any  written  comments  should  be  sent  to:  Commission  Secretary  of  the  Environment,  1 1  Grove 
Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102  or  by  email  at  Monica. Fish(a)sfgov. org  by  5:00  p.m.  on  the  day  prior  to  the  hearing.  Comments  which 
cannot  be  delivered  to  the  Commission  Secretary  by  that  time  may  be  taken  directly  to  the  hearing  at  the  location  above.  When  bringing 
handouts  to  meetings,  please  photocopy  on  both  sides  of  the  paper  and  try  to  use  post-consumer  recycled  or  tree-free  paper.  Also, 
please  bring  sufficient  copies  of  handouts  for  the  Committee,  the  Commission  Secretary  and  the  public. 

Public  Comment 

At  this  time,  members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  items  of  interest  that  are  within  the  subject  matter  jurisdiction  of  the 
Committee  but  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  Public  comment  will  be  taken  following  each  agendized  item.  Each  member  of  the  public 
may  address  the  Committee  for  up  to  three  minutes,  unless  otherwise  announced  by  the  Chair.  If  it  is  demonstrated  that  the  comments 
by  the  public  will  exceed  15  minutes,  the  Chair  may  continue  Public  Comment  to  another  time  during  the  meeting. 

The  Brown  Act  forbids  the  Committee  from  taking  action  or  discussing  any  item  or  issue  not  appearing  on  the  posted  agenda.  This  rule 
applies  to  issues  raised  in  public  comment  as  well.  In  response  to  public  comment,  not  on  an  agendized  item,  the  Committee  is  limited 

to: 

1.  Briefly  responding  to  statements  made  or  questions  posed  by  members  of  the  public,  or 

2.  Request  staff  to  report  back  on  a  matter  at  a  subsequent  meeting,  or 

3.  Directing  staff  to  place  the  item  or  issue  on  a  future  agenda  (Government  Code  Section  54954.2(a).) 

Disability  Access 

The  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  Meeting  will  be  held  at  City  Hall,  Room  421,  One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodiett  Place, 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102,  in  the  Civic  Center  area.  The  meeting  room  is  wheelchair  accessible.  The  closest  accessible  BART  station 
is  the  Civic  Center  Station  at  United  Nations  Plaza  and  Market  Street.  Accessible  MUNI  lines  serving  this  location  are:  #71 
Haight/Noriega  and  the  F  Line  to  Market  and  Van  Ness  and  the  Metro  Stations  at  Van  Ness  and  Market  and  at  Civic  Center.  For 
information  about  MUNI  accessible  services  call  (415)  923-6142.  There  is  accessible  curbside  parking  adjacent  to  City  Hall  on  Grove 
Street  and  Van  Ness  Avenue  and  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Veterans  Building  at  401  Van  Ness  Avenue  adjacent  to  Davies  Hall  and  the  War 
Memorial  Complex. 

The  following  services  are  available  on  request  48  hours  prior  to  the  meeting;  except  for  Monday  meetings,  for  which  the  deadline  shall 
be  4:00  p.m.  of  the  last  business  day  of  the  preceding  week:  For  American  sign  language  interpreters  or  the  use  of  a  reader  during  a 
meeting,  a  sound  enhancement  system,  and/or  alternative  formats  of  the  agenda  and  minutes,  please  contact  Monica  Fish  at  (415) 
355-3709  to  make  arrangements  for  the  accommodation.  Late  requests  will  be  honored,  if  possible. 

In  order  to  assist  the  City's  efforts  to  accommodate  persons  with  severe  allergies,  environmental  illnesses,  multiple  chemical  sensitivity 
or  related  disabilities,  attendees  at  public  meetings  are  reminded  that  other  attendees  may  be  sensitive  to  various  chemical  based 
products.  Please  help  the  City  accommodate  these  individuals.  Individuals  with  chemical  sensitivity  or  related  disabilities  should  call 
the  Mayor's  Office  on  Disability  at  (415)  554-6789  or  (415)  554-6799  (TTY)  for  further  information. 

Know  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance 
(Chapter  67  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code) 
Government's  duty  is  to  serve  the  public,  reaching  its  decisions  in  full  view  of  the  public.  Commissions,  boards,  councils,  and  other 
agencies  of  the  City  and  County  exist  to  conduct  the  people's  business.  This  ordinance  assures  that  deliberations  are  conducted 
before  the  people  and  that  City  operations  are  open  to  the  people's  review.  For  more  information  on  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine 
Ordinance  or  to  report  a  violation  of  the  ordinance,  contact  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  Task  Force,  Sunshine  Task  Force  Administrator, 
City  Hall,  Room  409,  1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodiett  Place,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102-4683  at  Phone  No.:  (415)  554-7724;  Fax  No.:  (415) 
554-7854;  E-mail:  sotf (5) sfqov.org.  Copies  of  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  can  be  obtained  from  the  Clerk  of  the  Sunshine  Task  Force,  the 
San  Francisco  Public  Library  and  on  the  City's  website  at  www.sfgov.org. 

Lobbyist  Registration  and  Reporting  Requirements 
Individuals  and  entities  that  influence  or  attempt  to  influence  local  legislative  or  administrative  action  may  be  required  by  the  San 
Francisco  Lobbyist  Ordinance  [SF  Campaign  &  Governmental  Conduct  Code  §2.100,  et.  seq]  to  register  and  report  lobbying  activity. 
For  more  information  about  the  Lobbyist  Ordinance,  please  contact  the  Ethics  Commission  at:  25  Van  Ness  Avenue,  Second  Floor,  San 
Francisco,  CA  94102;  telephone  (415)  252-3100,  fax  (415)  252-3112;  web  site  atwww.sfgov.org/ethics. 
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Mission 


The  San  Francisco  Existing  Commercial  Buildings  Task  Force  was  convened  to 
recommend  policies,  actions,  and  partnerships  that  will  meet  local  and  state  goals  to 
improve  energy  efficiency  in  buildings  in  order  to  reduce  greenhouse  gas  emissions, 
conserve  resources,  enhance  electricity  reliability,  and  improve  the  competitiveness  of 
commercial  buildings  in  the  City. 

II.  Executive  Summary 

Mayor  Newsom  convened  the  San  Francisco  Existing  Commercial  Buildings  Task  Force 
(ECBTF)  to  identify  the  policies,  partnerships,  and  actions  necessary  to  maximize  energy 
efficiency  in  commercial  buildings.  The  goal  of  the  process  was  to  reduce  greenhouse  gas 
emissions,  conserve  resources,  enhance  electricity  reliability,  and  improve  the  competitiveness 
of  commercial  buildings  in  the  City. 

At  least  75%  of  greenhouse  gas  emi  ssions  in  the  U.S.  are  attributable  to  urban  centers'  and  the 
activities  that  support  urban  life."  As  such,  cities  need  to  work  with  state,  national,  and 
international  institutions  in  minimizing  climate  change,  the  effects  of  which  are  already  being  felt 
local ly,'"'lv'v  particularly  as  it  affects  the  clean  water,  hydroelectric  generation  ,  and  the  agriculture 
that  support  our  city.vl  Similarly,  electricity  reliability  in  San  Francisco  presents  a  complex  long- 
term  challenge  for  the  local  economy  and  public  health. 

Figure  1:  San  Francisco  Greenhouse  Gas  Emissions,  eC02,  2005 

The  operation,  construction, 
and  demolition  of  buildings 
accounts  for  almost  half  of 
San  Francisco's  greenhouse 
gas  emissions  (Figure  1.) 
Commercial,  industrial,  and 
municipal  buildings  account 
for  63%  of  building-sector 
emissions. 

The  City  has  established 
high  standards  of 
environmental  performance 
for  new  construction. 
However,  at  the  historic  rate 
of  0.8%  new  buildings  per 
year,  it  could  take  more  than  sixty  years  to  'green'  even  half  of  San  Francisco.  Clearly,  we  need 
to  address  San  Francsico's  existing  buildings.  They  are  not  only  essential  to  the  history  and 
economy  of  our  city,  but  crucial  to  its  sustainability. 

Goal 

The  ECB  Task  Force  recommends  that  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  adopt  a  voluntary 
goal:  Cut  total  energy  use  in  existing  commercial  buildings  50%  by  2030,  or  an  average 
net  reduction  of  2.5%  per  year  (Figure  2.)  This  target  is  based  on  San  Francisco's  established 
greenhouse  gas  reduction  goals,  California's  Global  Warming  Solutions  Act  (AB  32),  President 
Obama,  Architecture  2030,  and  the  California  Energy  Efficiency  Strategic  Plan  goal  for  existing 
buildings. 
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Figure  2:  Energy  and  Climate  Goals 
Applicable  to  San  Francisco 
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Policy  Context 

San  Francisco  needs  to  design  an 
effective  commercial  energy  efficiency 
policy  for  the  mid  to  long  term. 
However,  conditions  currently  are 
difficult  for  commercial  real  estate.  The 
situation  is  similar  for  the  city 
government,  which  has  been  forced  to 
prioritize  services  as  budgets  have 
declined.  Clearly,  new  policy  must  rely 
upon  creative  use  of  exi  sting 
resources;  requirements  and 
incentives  must  be  fundable  to  be 
credible.  To  reduce  energy  use  by 
2.5%  per  year,  it  will  be  necessary  to 
navigate  the  challenges  of  limited 
public  understanding,  diverse  lease 
contracts,  access  to  capital 
constrained  by  the  current  economy, 
and  finite  city  resources. 

The  Task  Force  proposes  an  Existing  Commercial  Buildings  Strategy  (ECB  Strategy)  for  San 
Francisco  that  will  reduce  energy  use  in  com  mercial  buildings  and  grow  the  energy  effici  ency 
services  sector  by  systematically  identifying  and  eliminating  the  factors  that  limit  local  energy 
efficiency.  The  ECB  Strategy  consists  of  seven  proposals  for  the  city,  complemented  by  support 
from  state,  federal,  and  private  sector  partners,  which  will  enable  the  City,  with  modest 
resources,  to  meet  and  exceed  its  sustainability  and  economic  goals. 


2.5%  Annual  Reduction 


1990 


2000 


2010 


2020 


2030 


2040 


2050 


There  is  currently  little  information  available  about  the  amount  of  energy  that  com  mercial 
buildings  use,  so  the  first  priority  for  policy  devel  opment  is  to  gather  and  report  data.  Information 
is  a  critical  tool  in  an  integrated,  effective  program  to  transform  the  local  built  environment  and 
capture  all  available  cost-effective  efficiency  improvements.  Atihe  leverage  points  we  have 
targeted  in  our  proposals,  improving  access  to  information  will  help  building  stakeholders  - 
particularly  owners,  managers,  and  tenants  -  to  track,  value,  and  implement  energy  saving 
capital  improvements  and  operational  practices.  The  City  will  be  responsible  for  tracking  and 
publicly  reporting  the  impact  of  the  ECB  Strategy.  In  the  process,  the  city  and  stakeholders  will 
have  the  necessary  data  to  develop  additional  approaches,  such  as  performance  standards  and 
targeted  incentives.  Our  com  munity  will  gain  the  information  necessary  to  identify  the  barriers, 
opportunities,  and  policy  tool  s  needed  to  keep  San  Francisco  on  the  path  to  ene  rgy 
optimization. 
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Summary  of  Existing  Commercial  Buildings  Strategy 


Idea 

Mechanism 

Benefits 

• 

Identify  Cost- 
Effective  Savings  in 
Every  Commercial 
Building 

Require  businesses  to 
conduct  an  energy  audit 
every  5  years  for 
business  license  renewal, 
including  identifying  and 
listing  applicable 
efficiency  measures. 

Ensure  building  owners,  managers,  and 
tenants  know  exactly  how  much  energy  - 
and  money  -  they  can  save. 

e 

et  with  Informatioi 

Disclose  Energy 

Performance 

Information 

Require  building  owners 
and  managers  to  share 
energy  performance  data 
with  the  City.  Publish 
database  to  inform 

eta  k^hniH  Arc 

We  manage  what  we  measure.  Tracking 
helps  identify  key  factors  in  building 
performance,  including  occupant  behavior. 

Monitoring  and  reporting  provides  a  "miles 
per  gallon"  metric  that  enables  tenants  and 
buyers  to  identify  efficient  buildings. 

isform  Mark 

Resolve  "Split 
Incentives" 

Provide  a  Green  Tenant 
Toolkit. 

Make  submetering  a 
policy  priority. 

Help  landlords  and  tenants  mutually  benefit 
from  reduced  utility  costs  and  sustainable 

/~»r\QrotirM"ic 

upciduuiio. 

10 
■_ 

1- 

Make  Incentives  Easy 

Develop  a  web-based 
tool  that  finds  all 
incentives,  rebates,  and 
financing 

Offset  the  cost  of  improvements  and 
streamline  the  payment  of  incentives  for 
energy  improvements. 

Educate,  Train, 
Mentor,  and  Market 
Energy  Efficiency 

Promote  programs, 
facilitate  mentorship, 
and  partner  with 
institutions. 

Enhance  workforce  capacity. 

Engage  stakeholders  to  improve  energy 
efficiency 

Lead 

Lead  By  Example  in 
Public  Facilities 

Benchmark  and  disclose 
energy  performance  for 
city  facilities. 

Budget  to  pilot  local  uses 
of  clean  technology. 

Leadership  inspires  others  to  act. 

The  City  uses  a  fraction  of  overall  energy, 
but  is  the  largest  consumer. 

Clean  tech  demonstrations  save  energy  and 
promote  the  economy. 

Provide  Financing 

Launch  the  San 

Francisco  Sustainable 
Financing  (SF2)  Loan 
Program. 

Require  efficiency  prior 
to  receiving  funds  for 
renewables. 

Financing  enables  cost-effective  energy  use 
reductions  through  voluntary  tax  liens. 

Lowest  cost  carbon  reduction  is  achieved 
by  prioritizing  efficiency. 
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Expected  Results 


A  50%  reduction  in  com  mercial  building  energy  use  in  20  y  ears  will  have  the  same  effect  as 
taking  50%  of  commercial  building  stock  to  zero- net  energy,  but  at  lower  cost1.  Tripling  the  pace 
and  coverage  of  energy  audits  -  combined  with  strategic  actions  to  maximize  implementation  of 
cost-effective  projects  -  is  estimated  to  reduce  climate  emissions  by  at  least  64,000  tons  per 
year. 


Scenario 

Fraction  of 
Commercial 
Stock  Audited 
per  year2 

Net  Annual 

Energy 
Reduction3 

Maximum 
Annual 

Incentive 
Budget4 

10-Year  Net 
Present  Value 
to  Private 
Sector5 

Direct  Job 
Creation 

Current  Policy  - 
Voluntary  Audits 
And  Public 
Goods 
Incentives 

10% 

(Totals  50%  over 
5  years) 

1 .3% 

$24  Million 

$382  Million 

357  Jobs 

Implement  Full 
ECB  Strategy 

20% 

(Totals  100% 
over  5  Years) 

4.2% 

$39  Million 

$612  Million 

578  Jobs 

"Energy  is...  this  generation's  great  project.  That's  why  I've  set 
a  goal  for  our  nation  that  we  will  reduce  our  carbon  pollution  by 
more  than  80  percent  by  2050.  ...  Now,  the  nation  that  leads 
the  world  in  21st  century  clean  energy  will  be  the  nation  that 
leads  in  the  21st  century  global  economy.  I  believe  America 
can  and  must  be  that  nation." 

President  Barack  Obama6 


1  Based  on  the  much  lower  cost  of  efficiency  compared  to  renewables.  Bringing  any  number  of  buildings  to  "net-zero 
energy  would  necessitate  a  exponentially  greater  investment  in  renewable  energy  technologies  while  a  smaller 
overall  investment  in  energy  efficiency  would  produce  similar  aggregate  results. 

2  Estimated  fraction  of  buildings  larger  than  50,000  square  feet  receiving  a  thorough  audit  approximately  equivalent  to 
an  ASHRAE  Level  II  evaluation,  plus  estimated  fraction  of  buildings  smaller  than  50,000  square  feet  receiving  the 
equivalent  of  an  ASHRAE  Level  I  evaluation. 

3  Estimate  includes  all  savings  attributable  to  implementation  of  recommendations  from  ASHRAE  Level  I  and  Level  II 
audits.  All  estimates  have  been  reduced  by  0.8%  to  compensate  for  projected  annual  increase  in  local  commercial 
building  stock. 

4  Incentive  budget  refers  to  ratepayer  funds  (both  Public  Goods  Charge  and  energy  procurement)  regulated  by  the 
California  Public  Utilities  Commission  and  used  by  investor  owned  utilities  for  energy-related  pubic  benefit  programs. 
The  estimate  above  includes  but  is  not  limited  to  San  Francisco  Energy  Watch.  Each  incentive  budget  estimate  is 
conservatively  high  because  all  energy  savings  reduce  ongoing  energy  costs,  but  some  of  the  net  annual  energy 
reduction  will  be  attributable  to  California's  Title  24  Part  6  energy  code  requirements. 

5  Present  value  is  estimated  as  the  sum  of  total  construction  costs,  incentive  rebates,  and  energy  savings.  This 
estimate  is  based  on  9%  discount  rate  (which  is  the  rate  applied  by  SF  Department  of  Finance.) 

6  Address  by  President  Obama  (April  27,  2009)  to  the  National  Academy  of  Sciences  Annual  Meeting 
http://www.whitehouse.gov/the  press  office/Remarks-bv-the-President-at-the-National-Academv-of-Sciences- 
Annual-Meetinq/ 
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Saving  You  Money,  Energy  and  Water 


greenfinancesf.org 
contact@greenfinancesf.org 


800-803-6930 


GreenFinanceSF  is  an  accessible  financing  program  that  residential  and  commercial  property  owners  can  use  to  finance 
sustainable  building  improvements. 

Who  is  Eligible? 

All  private  property  owners  in  San  Francisco  can  finance  energy  efficiency,  water  efficiency  and  renewable  energy 
measures  through  the  Program.  The  City  will  issue  payment  for  the  upfront  cost  of  the  energy  and/or  water  projects  to 
approved  property  owners,  who  repay  the  cost  of  the  project  plus  interest  in  their  property  taxes. 

Benefits  to  Property  Owners 

The  Program  solves  many  of  the  financial  hurdles  facing  property  owners  wanting  to  install  energy  and/or  water 
improvements: 

■  Minimal  upfront  cost  to  the  property  owner 

■  Incremental  property  tax  payments  are  low  and  fixed  for  up  to  20  years 

■  Special  tax  on  the  energy  and/or  water  projects  transfer  to  the  new  owner  when  the  property  is  sold 

■  Utility  bills  decrease  due  to  energy  and/or  water  savings 
"  Improved  comfort,  indoor  air  quality,  and  durability 

STEPS 

Step  1  -  Get  Ready  to  Apply 

Learn  about  the  Program  and  application  process  at  www.GreenFinanceSF.org.  There  you  can  also  find  a  list  of  eligible 
contractors  who  can  help  identify  which  projects  are  best  for  your  property  and  provide  a  bid.  After  you  have  an  energy 
audit  and/or  water  evaluation  completed,  determine  which  projects  you  would  like  to  install  and  apply  for  financing. 

Step  2  -  Application  and  Approval 

Beginning  March  1,  2010,  eligible  property  owners  in  San  Francisco  can  apply  at  www.GreenFinanceSF.org.  The 
application  will  be  screened  to  ensure  that  the  property  complies  with  the  program  terms  and  shows  no  signs  of  financial 
distress.  Upon  approval,  the  applicant  will  be  notified  of  his/her  reservation  status.  Applicants  may  check  the  project 
status  online. 

Step  3  -  Project  Installation  and  Inspection 

Once  approved,  property  owners  have  180  days  to  complete  their  projects.  Once  projects  have  been  installed,  property 
owners  must  verify  that  energy  and/or  water  reductions  have  been  met  and  provide  proof  of  all  required  building 
permits.  Once  the  projects  have  been  installed  and  properly  verified,  the  property  owner  may  request  funding. 

Step  4  -  Funding  Request 

A  property  owner  will  submit  their  request  for  funding  online  along  with  required  documents,  including:  permits, 
contractor  invoices,  copies  of  relevant  solar  rebates,  and  copy  of  post-installation  energy/water  project  verification. 

Step  5  -  Funding  Confirmation 

Upon  receipt  of  a  property  owner's  funding  request  and  supporting  documents,  the  administrator  will  send  the  final 
program  forms,  including  a  request  for  the  property  owner's  signed  consent  for  the  special  property  tax  levy  and  filing  of 
a  special  tax  lien  on  the  property.  These  documents  must  be  reviewed,  signed  and  returned  within  7  calendar  days. 


Step  6  -  Tax  Lien  on  Property  and  Funding  Issued 

Once  the  signed  final  program  forms  are  received,  a  special  tax  lien  will  be  added  to  the  property  tax  bill  for  up  to  20 
years  covering  the  cost  of  the  project(s)  and  any  associated  costs.  The  property  owner  or  designated  contractor  will 
receive  a  check  for  the  funding  amount  requested. 

Step  7  -  Repayment  up  to  20  Years 

The  project  repayment  will  appear  as  a  special  line  item  on  the  property  tax  bill  and  will  be  paid  semiannually  up  to  20 
years.  If  the  property  is  transferred  to  a  new  owner,  the  remaining  payments  are  also  transferred  to  the  new  property 
owner.  The  special  tax  payment  period  will  match  the  expected  useful  life  of  the  improvements,  so  the  property  owner 
does  not  wind  up  paying  taxes  in  future  years  after  he/she  is  no  longer  expected  to  gain  the  energy  or  water  savings  from 
the  retrofit. 


Frequently  Asked  Questions 

How  does  repayment  work? 

Owners  of  individual  properties  would  apply  to  join  a  Special  Tax  District  and  would  file  documents  authorizing  the  levy  of 
a  special  tax  against  their  property.  In  return  for  opting  to  pay  the  special  tax  over  the  life  of  the  financing,  the  building 
owner  would  receive  funds  to  pay  the  up-front  cost  of  the  approved  improvements. 

How  does  this  program  differ  from  loans-available  from  a  private  lender? 

Since  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  is  the  lender,  the  loan  is  repaid  through  a  special  line  item  on  the  property  tax  . 
bill.  If  the  property  is  sold  or  transferred,  the  tax  payment  obligation  will  be  assumed  by  the  new  owner.  Standard 
property  sales  disclosures  will  indicate  the  existence  of  a  tax,  so  owners  will  know  that  they  are  benefiting  from  the 
retrofit  improvements  at  the  time  of  sale  and  can  set  their  price  accordingly. 

What  types  of  buildings  would  qualify  for  this  program? 

Residential  and  commercial  buildings  of  all  sizes  will  be  eligible.  Project  qualification  criteria  will  focus  primarily  on  the 
scope  of  improvements  proposed,  the  property's  tax  and  mortgage  payment  history  and  the  value  of  the  property 
relative  to  its  outstanding  debt. 

What  projects  will  the  Program  fund? 

Eligible  improvements  include  energy  efficiency  upgrades— such  as  adding  insulation,  replacing  windows,  and  upgrading 
heating  systems;  and  water  efficiency  upgrades— such  as  installing  low  flow  toilets.  Financing  will  also  be  available  for 
installation  of  renewable  energy  generation  on  buildings  such  as  solar  arrays  -  in  conjunction  with  energy  efficiency 
improvements. 

Can  participants  deduct  the  energy  efficiency  and  solar  financing  costs  on  their  income  taxes  as  they  do  for  other 
property  taxes? 

Participants  will  be  permitted  to  deduct  the  interest  component  of  their  project  financing  tax,  similar  to  a  home  equity 
line  of  credit  or  a  home  mortgage. 

How  much  will  a  participant  save  on  their  energy  and  water  bills? 

Every  property  is  different,  and  savings  often  depend  on  behavioral  factors  as  well  as  the  building  improvements. 
However,  home  performance  energy  audits  will  allow  building  owners  to  make  an  educated  projection  of  their  savings  in 
determining  whether  to  apply.  The  program  goal  is  to  utilize  the  latest  analytical  tools  to  structure  financings  so  that  a 
building's  utility  bill  savings  from  the  retrofits  will  "pay  the  owner  back"  for  the  special  taxes  paid  over  the  life  of  the 
financing. 

Can  the  property  owner  use  any  contractor? 

The  owner  must  contract  directly  with  a  contractor  who  is  specially  qualified  to  perform  the  retrofit. 


SF  Environment 


Our  home.  Our  city.  Our  planet. 

A  Department  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
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Provide  weather  or  soil  moisture  based  controllers  that 

Each  building  Shall  reduce  by  20%  wastewater  by  on.  of  the 
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A  schedule  of  plumbing  fixtures  and  fixture  fittings  that  will 
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6.  Documentation  &  Training. 
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(CxA)  to  lead,  review,  and  oversee  the  completion  of  the 
rlarlty  and  completeness. 

the  construction  documents. 

■4)  Develop  and  Implement  a  commissioning  plan. 

'5)  Verify  the  installation  and  performance  of  the  systems  to  be 

6)  Complete  a  summary  commissioning  report. 
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Requirement  Weighting 

For  the  purposes  of  mandatory  energy  efficiency  standards  In  N/A 
this  code,  the  California  Energy  Commission  will  continue  to 
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do  not  contain  CFCs. 

Using  an  Alternative  Calculation  Method  approved  by  the 
California  Energy  Commission,  calculate  each  nonresidential 
building's  TOV  energy  and  C02  emissions,  and  compare  It  to 
the  standard  or  "budget"  building  based  on  the  California 
Energy  Code  2003  Energy  Efficiency  Standards. 
15°/<  Savings 
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Install  HVAC,  refrigeration  and  fire  suppression  equipment  that 
do  not  contain  Halons. 
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6.  The  CxA  must  be  involved  In  reviewing  the  operation  of  the 

OPTION  1;  Do  not  use  refrigerants.  

or  eliminate  the  emission  of  compounds  that  contribute  to 

ALL  OPTIONS   Do  not  operate  or  install  fire  suppression 
systems  that  contain  ozone-depleting  substances  such  as 
CFCs.  HCFCs,  or  halons. 
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required  under  San 
Francisco  Building 
Code  (SFBC) 
Chapter  13:  Green 
Building  Ordinance 

U.S.  Clean  Air  Act 
of  1990,  Title  VI, 
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EA  c3  is  elective  in 
the  LEED  Rating 
System,  but 
required  by  SF 
GBO  as  of  Jan 
2010.  EA  c3 
commissioning  is 
substantially  more 

representative  of 
independent 
review  than 
CalGreen 
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Ithe  building  performance  rating  method  In  Appendix  G  of 
ASHRAE  Standard  90.1-2007  (with  errata  but  without 
addenda)  or  California  Title  24-2005,  Part  6  using  a  computer 
simulation  model  for  the  whole  building  project. 
For  small  buildings,  alternative  compliance  paths  Include  using 

L 

Fundamental          Zero  use  of  CFC-based  refrigerants  In  new  building  HVAC&R 
Refrigerant           systems.  When  reusing  existing  base  building  HVAC 
Management         equipment,  complete  a  comprehensive  CFC  phase-out 
(conversion  prior  to  protect  completion. 
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Renewable            Use  on-site  renewable  energy  systems  to  offset  building 
Energy                  energy  cost.  Calculate  project  performance  by  expressing  the 
energy  produced  by  the  renewable  systems  as  a  percentage  of 
the  building  annual  energy  cost  and  use  the  table  below  to 
determine  the  number  of  points  achieved. 

Enhanced             jl.  Prior  to  the  start  of  the  construction  documents  phase, 
Commissioning     'designate  an  Independent  Commissioning  Authority  (CxA)  to 

lead,  review,  and  oversee  the  completion  of  all  commissioning 

process  activities. 

2.  The  CA  shall  conduct,  at  a  minimum,  one  commissioning 
design  review  of  the  Owner's  Project  Requirements  (OPR), 
Basis  of  Design  (BOD),  and  design  documents  prior  to  mid- 
construrtton  documents  phase  and  back-check  the  review 
comments  following  deslan  submission. 

3.  The  CA  shall  review  contractor  submittals  applicable  to 

systems  being  commissioned  for  compliance  with  the  OPR  and 
BOD. 

4.  Develop  a  systems  manual  that  provides  future  operating 
staff  the  Information  needed  to  understand  and  optimally 
operate  the  commissioned  systems. 

15.  Verify  that  the  requirements  for  training  operating  personnel 

and  building  occupants  are  completed. 

6.  The  CxA  must  be  Involved  In  reviewing  the  operation  of  the 
building  with  operations  and  maintenance  staff  and  occupants 

iwithln  10  months  after  substantial  completion.  A  plan  for 
resolving  outstanding  commlssionlng-related  Issues  must  be 

llnduded. 

Enhanced               OPTION  1:  Do  not  use  refrigerants. 

Refrigerant           OR  OPTION  2:  Select  refrigerants  and  HVAC&R  that  minimize 
Management         or  eliminate  the  emission  of  compounds  that  contribute  to 
ozone  depletion  and  global  warming.  The  base  building 
HVAC&R  equipment  shall  comply  with  the  following  formula, 
which  set  a  maximum  threshold  for  the  combined  contributions 
to  ozone  depletion  and  global  warming  potential:  LCGWP  + 
l.CODPx  105  <,  100 

ALL  OPTIONS:  Do  not  operate  or  Install  fire  suppression 
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CALGreen  2010  -  Commercial 

H    CalGroon  requirement 

CalGreon  Tier  1  or  2  enhancement,  may  be  adopted  by  local  jurisdictions 
R§M   No  CalGroon  requirement 

Section                Itom                     Requirement  Weighting 
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Provide  readily  accessible  areas  that  serve  the  entire  building 
and  are  Identified  for  the  depositing,  storage,  and  collection  of 
non-hazardous  materials  for  recycling,  including  (at  a 

; 
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80%  Reduction 

100%  of  trees,  stumps,  rocks  and  associated  vegetation  and 
soils  resulting  primarily  from  land  clearing  shall  be  reused  or 
recycled. 



Use  materials,  equivalent  In  performance  to  virgin  materials, 
with  post-consumer  or  preconsumer  recycled  content  value 
(RCV)  equaling  at  least  10%  of  the  total  value,  based  on 
estimated  cost  of  materials  on  the  project. 
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|    Equivalent  or  groater  requirement  already  tn  effect 

Confirmation  pending  about  existing  requirements,  such  as  Planning  and  Health  codes 
,    No  existing  requirement,  and  not  a  CalGroen  mandatory  moasure. 
|    No  existing  roquiremont,  and  measure  is  required  under  CalGreon 

Item  Requirement 

Under  state  law,  permits  may  not  be  Issued  for  any  new  public 
or  private  facility  (among  other  projects)  after  July  1,  ZOOS 
unless  adequate  areas  for  collection  and  storage  of  all 
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Local  C&D  ordinance  applies  to  100%  of  non-hazardous 
material  generated  by  construction  and  demolition  activities,  as 
listed  above.  Exceptions  are  limited  to  refuse  regulated  under 
other  codes,  such  as  materials  In  the  public  right  of  way  or 
hazardous  materials  as  defined  by  CA  Health  &  Safety  Code 
Section  25100  eq  seq.  . 
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plan  consistent  with  Option  B  or  Option  D  of  the  International 

Performance  Measurement  &  Verification  Protocol  (IPMVP) 

Volume  III:  Concepts  and  Options  for  Determining  Energy 

Savings  In  New  Construction,  April,  2003. 

The  M&V  period  must  cover  at  least  1  year  of  post-construction 

occupancy. 

Provide  a  process  for  corrective  action  If  the  results  of  the  M&V 
plan  Indicate  that  energy  savings  are  not  being  achieved. 

Engage  m  at  least  a  2-year  renewable  energy  contract  to 
provide  at  least  35%  of  the  building's  electricity  from 
renewable  sources,  as  defined  by  the  Center  for  Resource 
Solutions'  Green-e  Energy  product  certification  requirements. 

1 
1 
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[Building  Reuse  -     Maintain  at  least  55%  (based  on  surface  area)  of  existing 
Maintain  Existing  .building  structure  (Including  structural  floor  and  roof  decking) 
Walls,  Floors,  and  land  envelope  (exterior  skin  and  framing,  excluding  window 
Roof                     assemblies  and  non-structural  roofing  material). 

Using  existing  interior  nonstructural  elements  (e.g.,  Interior 
walls,  doors,  floor  coverings  and  celling  systems  In  at  least 
50%  (by  area)  of  the  completed  building,  Including  additions. 

Recycle  and/or  salvage  at  least  50%  of  non-hazardous 
construction  and  demolition  debris.  Develop  and  Implement  a 

1! 
8 

1 1 

Excavated  soli  and  land-clearing  debris  do  not  contribute  to 
this  credit. 

Use  salvaged,  refurbished  or  reused  materials,  the  sum  of 
which  constitutes  at  least  5%  or  10%,  based  on  cost,  of  the 
total  value  of  materials  on  the  protect. 

Use  materials  with  recycled  content  such  that  the  sum  of  post- 
consumer  recycled  content  plus  one-half  of  the  pre-consumer 
content  constitutes  at  least  10%,  based  on  cost,  of  the  total 
value  of  the  materials  In  the  project. 

20%  of  total  value 

Use  building  materials  or  products  that  have  been  extracted, 
harvested  or  recovered,  as  well  as  manufactured,  within  500 
miles  of  the  project  site  for  a  minimum  of  10%  or  20%  (based 
on  cost)  of  the  total  materials  value. 

BD&C  2009 

|  Mandatory  or  LEED  F 
Elective  measure  In  i 

jj  Not  Included  in  LEED 
Not  Included  in  LEED 
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Buildings  shall  meet  or  exceed  thr  provisions  of  California 
Building  Code,  CCR,  Title  24,  Part  2,  Sections  1203 
(Ventilation)  and  Chapter  14  (Exterior  Walls).  For  additional 
measures  not  applicable  to  low-rise  residential  occupancies, 
spp  Section  5.407.2  or  this  code. 

Transmission  Coefficient  (STC)  values  determined  In 
accordance  with  ASTM  E90  and  ASTM  E413. 
Wall  and  roof-celling  assemblies  making  up  the  building 
envelope  shall  have  an  STC  of  at  least  50,  and  exterior 
windows  shall  have  a  minimum  STC  of  30  for  any  or  the 
following  building  locations: 

1.  Within  1000  ft.  (300  m.)  of  right  of  ways  of  freeways. 

2.  Within  5  ml.  (8  km.)  of  airports  serving  more  than  10,000 
commercial  Jets  per  year. 

3.  Where  sound  levels  at  the  property  line  regularly  exceed  65 
decibels,  other  than  occasional  sound  due  to  church  bells,  train 
horns,  emergency  vehicles  and  public  warning  systems. 
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BD&C  2009 

|    Mandatory  or  LEEO  Prerequisite 

[    Elective  measure  In  code  or  credit  In  LEEO 

1    Not  Included  In  LEEO  and  In  CALGreen  Commercial 

Not  Included  In  LEED  but  only  In  CALGreen  Residential  or  ASHRAE  189.1 

Item                       Requirement  Weighting 
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rootage  or  the  office  can  be  counted  It  75%  or  more  or  the  area 

1  ! 

j_ 

i  i 

!i 

1 

8 

I 

o  ■ 

5]  ! 

1 

i 

i 

c 


La 


California  Green  Building  Standards  mandatory  measures  which  are  not 

currently  mandatory  in  San  Francisco 


San  Francisco  Building  Code  Chapter  13C  is  more  comprehensive  than  CalGreen,  requiring  projects  to  both 
meet  mandatory  criteria  and  to  apply  professional  judgment  to  select  numerous  elective  measures  appropriate  to 
the  site,  intended  function  of  the  facility,  and  sustainability  goals.  However,  the  following  locally  elective 
measures  are  mandatory  in  the  new  state  code.  Most  are  common  in  local  LEED  projects. 


•  Designated  alternate  transportation  parking 

•  Light  Pollution  Reduction 

•  Multiple  showerheads  serving  one  shower 

•  Water  submeters  for: 

Tenant  spaces  >50,000  ft2  or  >1 ,000  gal/day  projected  use 

Laundry,  cleaners,  restaurant/food  service,  medical  or  dental  office,  laboratory,  beauty  salon,  barber 
shop  projected  to  consume  >100  gal/day 

•  Ban  halons  in  HVAC,  refrigeration,  and  fire  suppression  equipment 

•  Construction  IAQ  management 

•  Low-emitting  materials: 

Adhesives  and  sealants,  including  aerosol  applied 
Paints  and  coatings 

Flooring  (carpet,  including  cushion  &  adhesive;  100%  of  resilient  flooring) 
Insulation 

Composite  wood  &  agrifiber  products 

•  Indoor  Chemical  &  Pollutant  Source  Control: 

Entries  &  Openings  -  Pollution  and  (entrained?)  water  mitigation 

°     Filters- MERV  13 

•  Acoustics  in  Commercial  Buildings 

Assemblies  and  components  with  STC  values  meeting  ASTM  E90  and  ASTM  E413 
Walls  w/STC  50  and  windows  w/STC  30  on  sites  near  major  noise  sources 
Interior  walls  and  floor-ceiling  assemblies  w/STC  40  or  greater 


Large  Commercial  (<25,000  ft2) 


Mid-Sized  Commercial  (5,000  to  25,000  ft2) 


Same  as  above 
Documentation  and  verification 


Small  Commercial  (0  to  5,000  ft2) 


Same  as  above,  and 

Documentation  and  verification  methods 

Outdoor  water  use  to  meet  CA  DWR  Water  Efficient  Landscape  Ordinance 
Indoor  water  use:  20%  reduction 


5/3/2010 


SF  Dept  of  Environment 


Working  Draft  Page  1  of  2 


Residential  <3  Stories 


•  Cover  air  distribution  component  openings  during  construction. 

•  Water  Efficient  Landscape  Ordinance  measures 

•  Install  weather-based  automatic  irrigation  system  controllers  prior  to  final  inspection 

•  Reduce  indoor  water  use  20%  via  required  fixture  flow  rates  and  restrictors 

•  Multiple  showerheads  serving  one  shower 

•  Duct  systems  and  equipment  selection  using  ACCA  Manual  J,  Manual  D,  or  Manual  S 

•  Exhaust  fans  for  every  bathroom  Possible  duplicate 

•  Whole  house  exhaust  fans  shall  have  insulated  louvers  or  covers  that  close  when  fan  is  off,  minimum 
R4.2 

•  HVAC  system  installers  are  trained  and  certified  in  proper  installation  of  HVAC  systems 

•  Low-emitting  materials: 

o    Adhesives,  sealants,  and  caulks  including  aerosol  applied 
o    Paints  and  coatings,  including  aerosol 

o    Flooring  (carpet,  including  cushion  &  adhesive;  50%  of  resilient  flooring) 
o  Insulation 

o    Particleboard,  MDF,  and  hardwood  plywood  used  in  interior  finishes 

•  Operation  and  maintenance  manual 


Residential  4  Stories  and  Above 

California  Green  Building  Standards  do  not  apply  to  residential  occupancies  4  stories  and  above. 
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SF  Environment 

Our  home.  Our  city.  Our  planet. 


GAVIN  NEWSOM 


Mayor 


DAVID  ASSMANN 


Acting  Director 
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CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 
COMMISSION  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT 
POLICY  COMMITTEE 


GOVERNMENT 
DOCUMENTS  DEPT 
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REGULAR  MEETING 
DRAFT  MINUTES 


JUN  -  3  2010 


MONDAY,  MAY  10,  2010,  5:00  P.M. 


City  Hall,  Room  421 


SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


COMMITTEE  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Johanna  Wald  (Chair),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice-Chair),  Jane 
MarieFrancis  Martin 


1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call.  The  Policy  Committee  meeting  convened  at  5:04  p.m.  Present:  Vice- 
Chair  Gravanis  and  Commissioner  Pelosi  Jr.  (Excused:  Chair  Wald). 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  March  8,  2010  Policy  Committee  Regular  Meeting.  (Explanatory 
Document:  March  8,  2010  Draft  and  Approved  Minutes)  (Discussion  and  Action)  Upon  Motion  by 
Commissioner  Pelosi  Jr.  second  by  Commissioner  Gravanis,  the  March  8,  2010  Meeting  Minutes  were 
approved  without  objection  (AYES:  Commissioners  Gravanis  and  Pelosi  Jr.). 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

4.  Update  on  San  Francisco's  Bisphenol  A  (BPA)  Resolution  and  Statewide  and  National  Efforts  on 
BPA.  Sponsor:  Commissioner  Johanna  Wald;  Speaker:  Debbie  Raphael,  Toxics  Reduction  Program 
Manager  (Explanatory  Document:  BPA  Policy  Summary)  (Informational  Report  and  Discussion) 

Ms.  Raphael  reported  that  an  Ordinance  was  written  and  passed  banning  Bisphenol  A  (BPA)  and 
Phthalates  without  input  from  the  Department  of  the  Environment's  Toxics  Reduction  program.  She 
stated  that  the  Ordinance  reached  her  desk  for  review  after  adoption,  and  a  memo  was  written  to  the 
City  Attorney's  office  requesting  adjustments  to  the  Ordinance.  Two  lawsuits  had  been  filed  after 
changes  to  the  Ordinance  were  under  consideration.  The  adjustments  to  the  Ordinance  that  were 
being  requested  included  a  request  to  strengthen  the  phthalate  language  because  it  was  weaker  than 
the  European  Union's  (EU)  and  removing  the  Bisphenol  A  ban  because  it  could  not  be  justified  based 
on  the  current  science  at  that  time.  There  was  also  a  concern  about  the  type  of  alternatives  to  BPA  that 
could  be  marketed. 

The  Ordinance  was  amended  to  include  a  recommendation  to  work  with  retailers  so  that  they  supply 
alternatives  to  baby  bottles  that  contain  BPA.  The  judgment  made  was  that  the  highest  risk  was  BPA  in 
baby  bottles,  and  the  alternatives  did  not  pose  the  same  risk.  Safeway  made  a  national  decision  to 
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remove  BPA  baby  bottles  from  their  shelves.  The  Department  held  a  press  event  around  this  effort. 
Whole  Foods  and  Walgreens  already  had  made  the  decision  to  remove  BPA  bottles.  That  is  the 
current  status  of  work  accomplished  on  BPA  products. 

Ms.  Raphael  referred  to  the  BPA  Policy  Summary  handout  (see  Explanatory  Document)  that  shows  the 
summary  of  bills  introduced  at  the  local,  state,  national,  and  international  level  that  have  passed.  She 
pointed  out  that  Canada  has  banned  Bisphenol  A  in  children's  products,  and  Denmark  has  a  temporary 
ban  on  all  children's  products  that  come  into  contact  with  food.  Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  cities  across 
the  country  and  some  states  are  doing  bans,  and  the  general  theme  is  to  focus  on  BPA  in  baby  bottles 
and  children's  products.  The  other  side  of  the  BPA  Policy  Summary  handout  shows  the  initiatives  in 
process.  Ms.  Raphael  pointed  out  that  there  is  a  bill  that  was  going  through  the  California  legislative 
process  that  was  created  into  a  two  year  bill  and  hopefully  will  be  resurrected  this  session.  She 
explained  that  the  Office  of  Environmental  Health  Hazard  Assessment  (OEHHA)  is  making  steps  to  list 
BPA  as  a  Prop  65  reproductive  toxin.  At  the  federal  level,  the  Federal  Drug  Administration  (FDA)  is 
moving  to  look  at  BPA,  and  the  National  Toxicology  program  has  issued  a  report  on  BPA  discussing 
their  concerns.  A  shift  in  research  and  findings  is  being  seen,  and  there  are  more  federal  agencies 
voicing  their  concerns. 

Ms.  Raphael  reported  that  most  recently,  Senator  Feinstein  considered  introducing  a  ban  in  the  Food 
Safety  Act  that  received  too  much  pressure,  so  it  was  not  introduced.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  asked  what 
the  Commission  could  do  to  assist  in  this  effort.  Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  if  state  legislation  makes  it  out 
of  Committee,  the  Commission  could  issue  a  Resolution  of  support.  If  the  state  decides  not  to  take 
action,  then  there  is  nothing  more  San  Francisco  can  do  at  the  present  time.  She  stated  that  San 
Francisco  should  be  given  credit  for  starting  these  conversations  at  the  national  level.  San  Francisco 
does  have  alternatives  to  BPA  products  available  in  every  store,  but  BPA  sales  have  not  been 
outlawed.  The  industry  is  moving  faster  than  San  Francisco,  e.g.  sports  bottles  are  all  BPA  free.  The 
biggest  challenge  now  is  finding  alternatives  to  BPA  in  the  lining  of  infant  formula  cans.  Addressing  the 
issue  of  can  linings  will  have  to  be  accomplished  at  the  state  and  federal  level. 

Acting  Director  Assmann  inquired  whether  Chicago's  ban  includes  food  containers.  Ms.  Raphael  stated 
that  Chicago's  ban  does  not  include  metal  cans  because  of  FDA  preemption  on  these  products.  Ms. 
Raphael  stated  that  San  Francisco  could  start  the  process  to  issue  bans  on  BPA  in  children's  cups  and 
bottles,  because  so  many  other  jurisdictions  are  doing  it,  but  there  may  still  be  the  threat  of  lawsuits. 
Acting  Director  Assmann  and  Ms.  Raphael  discussed  the  environmental  justice  aspect  of  where  these 
products  are  being  sold,  e.g.  98  cents  stores.  Ms.  Raphael  suggested  researching  where  products  are 
being  sold  in  San  Francisco  especially  in  certain  communities.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  suggested  utilizing 
the  assistance  of  the  EnvironmentNow  staff  to  do  a  survey.  Ms.  Raphael  explained  that  the  products 
are  not  always  labeled,  so  it  may  be  difficult  to  determine  the  ingredients,  but  that  disclosure  could  be 
requested  from  the  manufacturer.  Commissioner  Gravanis  inquired  about  the  Department  of  Public 
Health's  role.  Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  the  Department  of  Public  Health  was  not  as  concerned  in  the 
original  analysis  of  BPA,  but  may  have  a  different  opinion  now  that  three  years  later  OEHHA  and  the 
National  Toxicology  Program  are  issuing  their  concerns. 

5.  San  Francisco  Department  of  the  Environment  Private  Sector  Green  Building  Program  Update: 
New  and  Existing  Buildings.  Sponsor:  Commissioner  Ruth  Gravanis;  Speaker:  Barry  Hooper,  Green 
Building  Specialist  (Explanatory  Documents:  San  Francisco's  Green  Building  Program  Presentation; 
Mayor's  Task  Force  on  Existing  Commercial  Buildings  Executive  Summary:  Recommendations  for  the 
City  and  County  of  San  Francisco;  Summary  of  Draft  Recommendations  for  New  Large  Commercial 
Buildings;  Example  of  San  Francisco  Building  after  Update  for  201 1  California  Green  Building 
Standards;  GreenFinanceSF  Fact  Sheet;  California  Green  Building  Standards  Mandatory  Measures 
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which  are  not  Currently  Mandatory  in  San  Francisco;  Comparative  Summary  of  SF  Green  Building 
Requirements  and  California  Green  Building  Standards;  and  CCSF  Green  Codes  Summary) 
(Informational  Report  and  Discussion) 

Mr.  Barry  Hooper,  Private  Sector  Green  Building  Specialist  provided  an  update  on  San  Francisco's 
Green  Building  Program  for  the  private  sector.  The  discussion  included  an  overview  of  the  state  of 
Green  Building  in  San  Francisco,  Green  Building  Ordinance  updates,  the  Mayor's  Task  Force  on 
Existing  Commercial  Buildings,  and  the  GreenFinanceSF  program.  He  explained  that  Green  Building 
looks  at  the  integration  of  as  many  issues  that  can  be  reasonably  and  effectively  addressed  in  a 
particular  building.  It  touches  on  imperatives  that  include  reduction  of  energy  use  (in  part  to  support 
mitigation  of  sea-level  rise  and  other  effects  of  climate  change),  effective  management  of  our  water 
resources  which  are  both  finite  of  themselves  and  are  threatened  by  climate  change,  reduction  of 
construction  demolition  debris  (one  major  element  of  the  waste  stream),  and  that  location  is  a  factor  in 
health  effects  of  our  built  environment  upon  occupants.  Mr.  Hooper  discussed  the  Department  of  the 
Environment's  role  in  the  Green  Building  program,  which  includes  working  on  policy,  incentives, 
outreach,  and  providing  technical  assistance  to  the  municipal,  commercial,  and  residential  sector. 

Presentation  topics  included: 

•  Priority  Permitting  Incentives  since  2007  for  Environmental  Review  and  Building  Permits. 

•  San  Francisco  Building  Code  Chapter  13C  Green  Building  requirements  from  2008-2012  for 
new  commercial,  major  renovations,  and  new  residential  buildings,  including  local  required 
measures  and  historic  building  conservation  measures. 

•  Ongoing  growth  in  green  building  activity  in  San  Francisco,  as  measured  by  LEED  certified 
square  footage. 

•  Commercial  office  occupancy  data  for  LEED  certified  buildings  compared  with  the  general 
market. 

•  Green  programs  that  support  improved  building  performance,  including  recycling  and 
composting  (Mandatory  Recycling  and  Composting  Ordinance),  water  conservation,  rain  water 
harvesting. 

•  Existing  Commercial  Buildings  Task  Force  report:  Proposed  goals  and  Recommendations. 

•  Energy  Star  Buildings  and  LEED  2009  for  Existing  Buildings  Operations  and  Maintenance. 

•  Top  25  Cities  with  the  Most  Energy  Star  Labeled  Buildings  in  2009  -  (San  Francisco  Number 
3). 

•  Status  of  Existing  Commercial  Buildings  benchmarks  and  audit  legislation. 

•  GreenFinanceSF  program  and  process. 

•  Existing  Commercial  Building  Strategy  impact  estimate. 

•  Prototype  mechanisms  to  display  building  performance  indicators:  Urban  EcoMap  data  overlay 
on  3D  model  of  San  Francisco  buildings,  communicating  relationship  between  density  and 
residential  greenhouse  gas  emissions  by  zip  code. 

Commissioner  Pelosi  Jr.  stated  that  the  Mayor's  Task  Force  on  Green  Building  did  a  good  job  and  the 
Executive  Summary  is  thorough.  He  stated  that  he  thinks  that  the  outreach  program  will  be  easier  than 
expected,  and  that  the  resistance  to  the  program  would  be  seen  over  time.  He  suggested  focusing  on 
education.  Commissioner  Pelosi  Jr.  stated  that  it  would  be  important  to  see  what  happens  when  the 
program  moves  from  large  buildings  to  small  buildings,  e.g.,  if  there  will  be  cooperation,  if  there  are 
legal  challenges  to  the  ordinance  on  existing  buildings,  and  the  burden  on  the  building  owner. 
Commissioner  Pelosi  Jr.  and  Acting  Director  Assmann  discussed  the  long  lead  time  in  large 
construction  projects  due  to  the  recession  and  resulting  growth  curve.  Acting  Director  Assmann  stated 
that  it  is  incumbent  to  support  efforts  for  renovation  of  existing  buildings  because  greenhouse  gas 
emission  goals  would  not  be  met  otherwise.  He  discussed  the  obstacles  in  the  transportation  sector  for 
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meeting  reduction  in  greenhouse  gas  emission  goals  because  of  current  budget  cutbacks  that  would 
lead  people  away  from  public  transportation. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  inquired  about  the  response  received  on  the  GreenFinanceSF  program.  Mr. 
Hooper  stated  that  as  of  last  week,  three  applications  have  been  approved  and  are  near  completion, 
and  several  hundred  contractors  have  been  trained.  Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  she  is  happy  that  the 
response  has  not  been  overwhelming  so  that  efforts  can  be  focused  toward  outreach  to  the  contractors 
who  are  needed  to  do  the  job.  She  stated  that  there  are  at  least  an  additional  dozen  applications  being 
processed  at  the  present  time.  A  substantial  increase  is  expected  as  contractors  begin  promoting  the 
program,  particularly  if  additional  expected  federal  incentives  such  as  the  Home  Star  program  are 
approved.  She  discussed  the  Department's  partnership  with  Renewable  Funding  to  work  on  training  as 
well  as  the  California  Energy  Commission's  funding  of  the  program  and  AB81 1  standards  for  PACE 
property  assessments. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  asked  how  the  Commission  can  provide  their  input.  Mr.  Hooper  asked  the 
Commission  for  an  endorsement  of  the  Department's  approach  -  continuing  the  green  building 
leadership  standard  policy  enacted  in  2008  with  amendments  to  accommodate  California's  new  Green 
Building  Standards  Code,  and  referred  to  specific  updates  being  recommended  to  the  2008  Green 
Building  Ordinance  as  shown  in  the  handout  "Comparison  of  Applicability  of  SF  Green  Building 
Requirements  and  California  Green  Building  Standards."  He  stated  that  an  opportunity  exists  for  San 
Francisco  to  create  policy  with  regard  to  major  renovations  of  existing  buildings  at  a  later  date. 
Commissioner  Pelosi  Jr.  requested  a  summary  from  Mr.  Hooper  on  how  the  Commission  can  assist  in 
this  effort. 

Public  Comment:  Ms.  Melanie  Nutter  asked  if  the  GreenFinanceSF  program  would  coordinate  with  the 
funds  that  may  become  available  from  the  Federal  HomeStar  program.  Ms.  Raphael  responded  that  it 
would. 

6.  Director's  Updates.  Speaker:  David  Assmann,  Acting  Director  (Informational  Report  and  Discussion) 
Acting  Director  Assmann  stated  that  the  Department  is  expanding  its  energy  efficiency  programs  and 
would  be  hiring  six  people  in  the  next  eight  weeks  and  one  additional  hire  for  another  program.  A 
reorganization  of  the  building  would  be  necessary  as  a  result.  The  Department  is  in  its  final  stages  of 
the  budget  process  and  will  be  answering  questions  from  the  Board  of  Supervisors  Budget  Analyst. 
The  labor  agreement  was  voted  on  and  finalized.  The  budget  would  be  heard  at  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  on  June  7th.  Acting  Director  Assmann  reported  that  landfill  negotiations  is  a  priority  item- 
there  have  been  two  sessions  on  landfill  negotiations  and  another  one  is  scheduled.  The  goal  is  to 
bring  the  contract  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  for  a  vote  before  the  end  of  June. 

7.  Announcements.  (Discussion)  There  were  no  announcements  made  at  this  time. 

8.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Discussion)  Commissioner  Gravanis  inquired  about  the 
timeline  for  the  Strategic  Plan.  Acting  Director  Assmann  stated  that  a  presentation  on  the  Strategic 
Plan  could  be  made  to  the  Policy  Committee  approximately  two  months  after  the  new  Department 
Director  hire  in  order  to  provide  him  or  her  with  an  opportunity  for  input  into  the  Plan.  Commissioner 
Gravanis  inquired  about  the  status  of  the  Candlestick  Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR)  certification 
and  Treasure  Island  EIR  that  is  scheduled  for  June  or  July.  She  stated  that  she  would  consult  with  Ms. 
Jennifer  Kass  to  report  on  the  timeline  for  approval  for  both  projects  as  well  as  the  status  of  the 
Sustainability  Plan  for  both  projects.  She  asked  that  staff  review  Treasure  Island's  Design  for 
Development  Agreement  and  provide  comments. 
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9.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

10.  Adjournment.  The  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  meeting  adjourned  at  6:00  p.m. 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1 )  the  Commission's  office,  1 1  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco, 
California  between  the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Committee  meeting  website 

https://sites.google.eom/a/sfenvironment.org/commission/policy-committee  with  each  agenda  or  meeting  minutes,  or  (3) 
upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone  number  415-355-3709  or  via  e-mail  at  Monica.Fish@sfgov.org. 


Approved: 


SF  Environment 

Our  home.  Our  city.  Our  planet. 


GAVIN  NEWSOM 
Mayor 

DAVID  ASS  MANN 
Acting  Director 
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COMMITTEE  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Johanna  Wald  (Chair),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice-Chair),  Jane 
MarieFrancis  Martin 


ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 


1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call.  The  Policy  Committee  meeting  convened  at  5:04  p.m.  Present:  Vice- 
Chair  Gravanis  and  Commissioner  Pelosi  Jr.  (Excused:  Chair  Wald). 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  March  8,  2010  Policy  Committee  Regular  Meeting.  (Explanatory 
Document:  March  8,  2010  Draft  and  Approved  Minutes)  (Discussion  and  Action)  Upon  Motion  by 
Commissioner  Pelosi  Jr.  second  by  Commissioner  Gravanis,  the  March  8,  2010  Meeting  Minutes  were 
approved  without  objection  (AYES:  Commissioners  Gravanis  and  Pelosi  Jr.). 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

4.  Update  on  San  Francisco's  Bisphenol  A  (BPA)  Resolution  and  Statewide  and  National  Efforts  on 
BPA.  Sponsor:  Commissioner  Johanna  Wald;  Speaker:  Debbie  Raphael,  Toxics  Reduction  Program 
Manager  (Explanatory  Document:  BPA  Policy  Summary)  (Informational  Report  and  Discussion) 

Ms.  Raphael  reported  that  an  Ordinance  was  written  and  passed  banning  Bisphenol  A  (BPA)  and 
Phthalates  without  input  from  the  Department  of  the  Environment's  Toxics  Reduction  program.  She 
stated  that  the  Ordinance  reached  her  desk  for  review  after  adoption,  and  a  memo  was  written  to  the 
City  Attorney's  office  requesting  adjustments  to  the  Ordinance.  Two  lawsuits  had  been  filed  after 
changes  to  the  Ordinance  were  under  consideration.  The  adjustments  to  the  Ordinance  that  were 
being  requested  included  a  request  to  strengthen  the  phthalate  language  because  it  was  weaker  than 
the  European  Union's  (EU)  and  removing  the  Bisphenol  A  ban  because  it  could  not  be  justified  based 
on  the  current  science  at  that  time.  There  was  also  a  concern  about  the  type  of  alternatives  to  BPA  that 
could  be  marketed. 


The  Ordinance  was  amended  to  include  a  recommendation  to  work  with  retailers  so  that  they  supply 
alternatives  to  baby  bottles  that  contain  BPA.  The  judgment  made  was  that  the  highest  risk  was  BPA  in 
baby  bottles,  and  the  alternatives  did  not  pose  the  same  risk.  Safeway  made  a  national  decision  to 
remove  BPA  baby  bottles  from  their  shelves.  The  Department  held  a  press  event  around  this  effort. 

Department  of  the  Environment,  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
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I. 


Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  Meeting 
May  10,  2010  Approved  Meeting  Minutes 
Page  2 


Whole  Foods  and  Walgreens  already  had  made  the  decision  to  remove  BPA  bottles.  That  is  the 
current  status  of  work  accomplished  on  BPA  products. 

Ms.  Raphael  referred  to  the  BPA  Policy  Summary  handout  (see  Explanatory  Document)  that  shows  the 
summary  of  bills  introduced  at  the  local,  state,  national,  and  international  level  that  have  passed.  She 
pointed  out  that  Canada  has  banned  Bisphenol  A  in  children's  products,  and  Denmark  has  a  temporary 
ban  on  all  children's  products  that  come  into  contact  with  food.  Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  cities  across 
the  country  and  some  states  are  doing  bans,  and  the  general  theme  is  to  focus  on  BPA  in  baby  bottles 
and  children's  products.  The  other  side  of  the  BPA  Policy  Summary  handout  shows  the  initiatives  in 
process.  Ms.  Raphael  pointed  out  that  there  is  a  bill  that  was  going  through  the  California  legislative 
process  that  was  created  into  a  two  year  bill  and  hopefully  will  be  resurrected  this  session.  She 
explained  that  the  Office  of  Environmental  Health  Hazard  Assessment  (OEHHA)  is  making  steps  to  list 
BPA  as  a  Prop  65  reproductive  toxin.  At  the  federal  level,  the  Federal  Drug  Administration  (FDA)  is 
moving  to  look  at  BPA,  and  the  National  Toxicology  program  has  issued  a  report  on  BPA  discussing 
their  concerns.  A  shift  in  research  and  findings  is  being  seen,  and  there  are  more  federal  agencies 
voicing  their  concerns. 

Ms.  Raphael  reported  that  most  recently,  Senator  Feinstein  considered  introducing  a  ban  in  the  Food 
Safety  Act  that  received  too  much  pressure,  so  it  was  not  introduced.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  asked  what 
the  Commission  could  do  to  assist  in  this  effort.  Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  if  state  legislation  makes  it  out 
of  Committee,  the  Commission  could  issue  a  Resolution  of  support.  If  the  state  decides  not  to  take 
action,  then  there  is  nothing  more  San  Francisco  can  do  at  the  present  time.  She  stated  that  San 
Francisco  should  be  given  credit  for  starting  these  conversations  at  the  national  level.  San  Francisco 
does  have  alternatives  to  BPA  products  available  in  every  store,  but  BPA  sales  have  not  been 
outlawed.  The  industry  is  moving  faster  than  San  Francisco,  e.g.  sports  bottles  are  all  BPA  free.  The 
biggest  challenge  now  is  finding  alternatives  to  BPA  in  the  lining  of  infant  formula  cans.  Addressing  the 
issue  of  can  linings  will  have  to  be  accomplished  at  the  state  and  federal  level. 

Acting  Director  Assmann  inquired  whether  Chicago's  ban  includes  food  containers.  Ms.  Raphael  stated 
that  Chicago's  ban  does  not  include  metal  cans  because  of  FDA  preemption  on  these  products.  Ms. 
Raphael  stated  that  San  Francisco  could  start  the  process  to  issue  bans  on  BPA  in  children's  cups  and 
bottles,  because  so  many  other  jurisdictions  are  doing  it,  but  there  may  still  be  the  threat  of  lawsuits. 
Acting  Director  Assmann  and  Ms.  Raphael  discussed  the  environmental  justice  aspect  of  where  these 
products  are  being  sold,  e.g.  98  cents  stores.  Ms.  Raphael  suggested  researching  where  products  are 
being  sold  in  San  Francisco  especially  in  certain  communities.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  suggested  utilizing 
the  assistance  of  the  EnvironmentNow  staff  to  do  a  survey.  Ms.  Raphael  explained  that  the  products 
are  not  always  labeled,  so  it  may  be  difficult  to  determine  the  ingredients,  but  that  disclosure  could  be 
requested  from  the  manufacturer.  Commissioner  Gravanis  inquired  about  the  Department  of  Public 
Health's  role.  Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  the  Department  of  Public  Health  was  not  as  concerned  in  the 
original  analysis  of  BPA,  but  may  have  a  different  opinion  now  that  three  years  later  OEHHA  and  the 
National  Toxicology  Program  are  issuing  their  concerns. 

5.  San  Francisco  Department  of  the  Environment  Private  Sector  Green  Building  Program  Update: 
New  and  Existing  Buildings.  Sponsor:  Commissioner  Ruth  Gravanis;  Speaker:  Barry  Hooper,  Green 
Building  Specialist  (Explanatory  Documents:  San  Francisco's  Green  Building  Program  Presentation; 
Mayor's  Task  Force  on  Existing  Commercial  Buildings  Executive  Summary:  Recommendations  for  the 
City  and  County  of  San  Francisco;  Summary  of  Draft  Recommendations  for  New  Large  Commercial 
Buildings;  Example  of  San  Francisco  Building  after  Update  for  201 1  California  Green  Building 
Standards;  GreenFinanceSF  Fact  Sheet;  California  Green  Building  Standards  Mandatory  Measures 
which  are  not  Currently  Mandatory  in  San  Francisco;  Comparative  Summary  of  SF  Green  Building 
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Requirements  and  California  Green  Building  Standards;  and  CCSF  Green  Codes  Summary) 
(Informational  Report  and  Discussion) 

Mr.  Barry  Hooper,  Private  Sector  Green  Building  Specialist  provided  an  update  on  San  Francisco's 
Green  Building  Program  for  the  private  sector.  The  discussion  included  an  overview  of  the  state  of 
Green  Building  in  San  Francisco,  Green  Building  Ordinance  updates,  the  Mayor's  Task  Force  on 
Existing  Commercial  Buildings,  and  the  GreenFinanceSF  program.  He  explained  that  Green  Building 
looks  at  the  integration  of  as  many  issues  that  can  be  reasonably  and  effectively  addressed  in  a 
particular  building.  It  touches  on  imperatives  that  include  reduction  of  energy  use  (in  part  to  support 
mitigation  of  sea-level  rise  and  other  effects  of  climate  change),  effective  management  of  our  water 
resources  which  are  both  finite  of  themselves  and  are  threatened  by  climate  change,  reduction  of 
construction  demolition  debris  (one  major  element  of  the  waste  stream),  and  that  location  is  a  factor  in 
health  effects  of  our  built  environment  upon  occupants.  Mr.  Hooper  discussed  the  Department  of  the 
Environment's  role  in  the  Green  Building  program,  which  includes  working  on  policy,  incentives, 
outreach,  and  providing  technical  assistance  to  the  municipal,  commercial,  and  residential  sector. 

Presentation  topics  included: 

•  Priority  Permitting  Incentives  since  2007  for  Environmental  Review  and  Building  Permits. 

•  San  Francisco  Building  Code  Chapter  13C  Green  Building  requirements  from  2008-2012  for 
new  commercial,  major  renovations,  and  new  residential  buildings,  including  local  required 
measures  and  historic  building  conservation  measures. 

•  Ongoing  growth  in  green  building  activity  in  San  Francisco,  as  measured  by  LEED  certified 
square  footage. 

•  Commercial  office  occupancy  data  for  LEED  certified  buildings  compared  with  the  general 
market. 

•  Green  programs  that  support  improved  building  performance,  including  recycling  and 
composting  (Mandatory  Recycling  and  Composting  Ordinance),  water  conservation,  rain  water 
harvesting. 

•  Existing  Commercial  Buildings  Task  Force  report:  Proposed  goals  and  Recommendations. 

•  Energy  Star  Buildings  and  LEED  2009  for  Existing  Buildings  Operations  and  Maintenance. 

•  Top  25  Cities  with  the  Most  Energy  Star  Labeled  Buildings  in  2009  -  (San  Francisco  Number 
3). 

•  Status  of  Existing  Commercial  Buildings  benchmarks  and  audit  legislation. 

•  GreenFinanceSF  program  and  process. 

•  Existing  Commercial  Building  Strategy  impact  estimate. 

•  Prototype  mechanisms  to  display  building  performance  indicators:  Urban  EcoMap  data  overlay 
on  3D  model  of  San  Francisco  buildings,  communicating  relationship  between  density  and 
residential  greenhouse  gas  emissions  by  zip  code. 

Commissioner  Pelosi  Jr.  stated  that  the  Mayor's  Task  Force  on  Green  Building  did  a  good  job  and  the 
Executive  Summary  is  thorough.  He  stated  that  he  thinks  that  the  outreach  program  will  be  easier  than 
expected,  and  that  the  resistance  to  the  program  would  be  seen  over  time.  He  suggested  focusing  on 
education.  Commissioner  Pelosi  Jr.  stated  that  it  would  be  important  to  see  what  happens  when  the 
program  moves  from  large  buildings  to  small  buildings,  e.g.,  if  there  will  be  cooperation,  if  there  are 
legal  challenges  to  the  ordinance  on  existing  buildings,  and  the  burden  on  the  building  owner. 
Commissioner  Pelosi  Jr.  and  Acting  Director  Assmann  discussed  the  long  lead  time  in  large 
construction  projects  due  to  the  recession  and  resulting  growth  curve.  Acting  Director  Assmann  stated 
that  it  is  incumbent  to  support  efforts  for  renovation  of  existing  buildings  because  greenhouse  gas 
emission  goals  would  not  be  met  otherwise.  He  discussed  the  obstacles  in  the  transportation  sector  for 
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meeting  reduction  in  greenhouse  gas  emission  goals  because  of  current  budget  cutbacks  that  would 
lead  people  away  from  public  transportation. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  inquired  about  the  response  received  on  the  GreenFinanceSF  program.  Mr. 
Hooper  stated  that  as  of  last  week,  three  applications  have  been  approved  and  are  near  completion, 
and  several  hundred  contractors  have  been  trained.  Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  she  is  happy  that  the 
response  has  not  been  overwhelming  so  that  efforts  can  be  focused  toward  outreach  to  the  contractors 
who  are  needed  to  do  the  job.  She  stated  that  there  are  at  least  an  additional  dozen  applications  being 
processed  at  the  present  time.  A  substantial  increase  is  expected  as  contractors  begin  promoting  the 
program,  particularly  if  additional  expected  federal  incentives  such  as  the  Home  Star  program  are 
approved.  She  discussed  the  Department's  partnership  with  Renewable  Funding  to  work  on  training  as 
well  as  the  California  Energy  Commission's  funding  of  the  program  and  AB81 1  standards  for  PACE 
property  assessments. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  asked  how  the  Commission  can  provide  their  input.  Mr.  Hooper  asked  the 
Commission  for  an  endorsement  of  the  Department's  approach  -  continuing  the  green  building 
leadership  standard  policy  enacted  in  2008  with  amendments  to  accommodate  California's  new  Green 
Building  Standards  Code,  and  referred  to  specific  updates  being  recommended  to  the  2008  Green 
Building  Ordinance  as  shown  in  the  handout  "Comparison  of  Applicability  of  SF  Green  Building 
Requirements  and  California  Green  Building  Standards."  He  stated  that  an  opportunity  exists  for  San 
Francisco  to  create  policy  with  regard  to  major  renovations  of  existing  buildings  at  a  later  date. 
Commissioner  Pelosi  Jr.  requested  a  summary  from  Mr.  Hooper  on  how  the  Commission  can  assist  in 
this  effort. 

Public  Comment:  Ms.  Melanie  Nutter  asked  if  the  GreenFinanceSF  program  would  coordinate  with  the 
funds  that  may  become  available  from  the  Federal  HomeStar  program.  Ms.  Raphael  responded  that  it 
would. 

6.  Director's  Updates.  Speaker:  David  Assmann,  Acting  Director  (Informational  Report  and  Discussion) 
Acting  Director  Assmann  stated  that  the  Department  is  expanding  its  energy  efficiency  programs  and 
would  be  hiring  six  people  in  the  next  eight  weeks  and  one  additional  hire  for  another  program.  A 
reorganization  of  the  building  would  be  necessary  as  a  result.  The  Department  is  in  its  final  stages  of 
the  budget  process  and  will  be  answering  questions  from  the  Board  of  Supervisors  Budget  Analyst. 
The  labor  agreement  was  voted  on  and  finalized.  The  budget  would  be  heard  at  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  on  June  7th.  Acting  Director  Assmann  reported  that  landfill  negotiations  is  a  priority  item- 
there  have  been  two  sessions  on  landfill  negotiations  and  another  one  is  scheduled.  The  goal  is  to 
bring  the  contract  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  for  a  vote  before  the  end  of  June. 

7.  Announcements.  (Discussion)  There  were  no  announcements  made  at  this  time. 

8.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Discussion)  Commissioner  Gravanis  inquired  about  the 
timeline  for  the  Strategic  Plan.  Acting  Director  Assmann  stated  that  a  presentation  on  the  Strategic 
Plan  could  be  made  to  the  Policy  Committee  approximately  two  months  after  the  new  Department 
Director  hire  in  order  to  provide  him  or  her  with  an  opportunity  for  input  into  the  Plan.  Commissioner 
Gravanis  inquired  about  the  status  of  the  Candlestick  Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR)  certification 
and  Treasure  Island  EIR  that  is  scheduled  for  June  or  July.  She  stated  that  she  would  consult  with  Ms. 
Jennifer  Kass  to  report  on  the  timeline  for  approval  for  both  projects  as  well  as  the  status  of  the 
Sustainability  Plan  for  both  projects.  She  asked  that  staff  review  Treasure  Island's  Design  for 
Development  Agreement  and  provide  comments. 
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9.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

10.  Adjournment.  The  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  meeting  adjourned  at  6:00  p.m. 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1 )  the  Commission's  office,  1 1  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco, 
California  between  the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Committee  meeting  website 

https://sites.google.eom/a/sfenvironment.org/commission/policy-committee  with  each  agenda  or  meeting  minutes,  or  (3) 
upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone  number  415-355-3709  or  via  e-mail  at  Monica.Fish(a>sfgov.org. 

*Approved:  June  14,  2010 
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COMMITTEE  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Johanna  Wald  (Chair),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice-Chair),  Angelo  King 

06-07-1 0P03:07  RCVD 

ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 
Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Committee  takes  action  on  any  item. 

1 .  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call. 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  May  10,  2010  Policy  Committee  Regular  Meeting.  (Explanatory 
Document:  May  10,  2010  Draft  Minutes)  (Discussion  and  Action) 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda. 

4.  Review  of  Responses  from  Environmental  Organizations  to  the  Commission  on  the 
Environment's  Outreach  Survey.  (Continued  from  the  March  8,  2010  meeting.)  The  Committee  may 
make  recommendations  for  a  follow-up  to  the  survey  and  may  refer  this  item  to  the  Commission  for 
consideration.  (Explanatory  Documents:  Commission  Survey  to  Environmental  Organizations, 
Summary  of  Responses,  and  Individual  Responses)  Sponsor:  Commissioner  Jane  MarieFrancis  Martin 
(Discussion  and  Possible  Action) 

5.  Policy  Committee  Strategic  Planning  Discussion.  The  Committee  will  discuss  short-  and  long-term 
meeting  planning  in  the  light  of  the  Bylaws  provision  (Article  VII,  Section  8)  regarding  the  Committee's 
responsibilities.  (Explanatory  Document:  Commission  on  the  Environment  Bylaws,  Article  VII,  Section 
8.)  Sponsor:  Commissioner  Ruth  Gravanis  (Discussion) 

6.  Report  on  Earth  Day  Breakfast  (Coordination,  Funding,  and  Allocation  of  Staff  Time)  and 
consideration  of  future  funding  options.  Sponsor:  Commissioner  Ruth  Gravanis;  Speaker:  Acting 
Director  David  Assmann  (Informational  Report  and  Discussion) 

7.  Director's  Updates.  Speaker:  David  Assmann,  Acting  Director  (Informational  Report  and  Discussion) 

8.  Announcements.  (Discussion) 

9.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Discussion) 

10.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda. 

11.  Adjournment. 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary,  TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

The  next  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  meeting  is  scheduled  for  Monday,  July  12,  2010  at  5:00  p.m.  in 
Room  421,  City  Hall. 

Department  of  the  Environment,  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Telephone:  (41  5)  355-3700  •  Fax:  (415)  554-6393 

Email:  environment@sfgov.org  •  www.sfenvironment.org  100%  Post-Consumer  Content 


CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 
COMMISSION  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT 
POLICY  COMMITTEE 

NOTICE  OF  REGULAR  MEETING  AND  AGENDA 
MONDAY,  JUNE  14,  2010,  5:00  P.M. 
I'W°  City  Hall,  Room  421 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1 )  the  Commission's  office,  1 1  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  California  between 
the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Policy  Committee's  website  https://sites.google.com/a/sfenvironment.org/commission/policv- 
committee  ,  or  (3)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary  at  telephone  number  415-355-3709,  or  via  e-mail  at 
Monica.Fish@sfqov.org  within  three  business  days  of  a  meeting.  If  any  materials  related  to  an  item  on  this  agenda  have  been 
distributed  to  the  Commission  Policy  Committee  after  distribution  of  the  agenda  packet,  those  materials  are  available  for  public 
inspection  at  the  Department  of  the  Environment,  1 1  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  941 02  during  normal  office  hours  or  will  be  made 
available  at  the  Policy  Committee  meeting  website  link  https://sites.gooqle.eom/a/sfenvironment.orq/commission/policy-committee  as 
links  included  with  the  agenda  or  meeting  minutes. 

Important  Information 

The  ringing  of  and  use  of  cell  phones,  pagers  and  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices  are  prohibited  at  this  meeting.  Please  be 
advised  that  the  Chair  may  order  the  removal  from  the  meeting  room  of  any  person(s)  responsible  for  the  ringing  or  use  of  a  cell  phone, 
pager,  or  other  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices. 

NOTE:  Persons  unable  to  attend  the  meeting  may  submit  to  the  Committee,  by  the  time  the  proceedings  begin,  written  comments 
regarding  the  agenda  items  above.  These  comments  will  be  made  a  part  of  the  official  public  record  and  shall  be  brought  to  the 
attention  of  the  Committee  members.  Any  written  comments  should  be  sent  to:  Commission  Secretary  of  the  Environment,  11  Grove 
Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102  or  by  email  at  Monica. Fish@sfgov. org  by  5:00  p.m.  on  the  day  prior  to  the  hearing.  Comments  which 
cannot  be  delivered  to  the  Commission  Secretary  by  that  time  may  be  taken  directly  to  the  hearing  at  the  location  above.  When  bringing 
handouts  to  meetings,  please  photocopy  on  both  sides  of  the  paper  and  try  to  use  post-consumer  recycled  or  tree-free  paper.  Also, 
please  bring  sufficient  copies  of  handouts  for  the  Committee,  the  Commission  Secretary  and  the  public. 

Public  Comment 

At  this  time,  members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  items  of  interest  that  are  within  the  subject  matter  jurisdiction  of  the 
Committee  but  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  Public  comment  will  be  taken  following  each  agendized  item.  Each  member  of  the  public 
may  address  the  Committee  for  up  to  three  minutes,  unless  otherwise  announced  by  the  Chair.  If  it  is  demonstrated  that  the  comments 
by  the  public  will  exceed  1 5  minutes,  the  Chair  may  continue  Public  Comment  to  another  time  during  the  meeting. 

The  Brown  Act  forbids  the  Committee  from  taking  action  or  discussing  any  item  or  issue  not  appearing  on  the  posted  agenda.  This  rule 
applies  to  issues  raised  in  public  comment  as  well.  In  response  to  public  comment,  not  on  an  agendized  item,  the  Committee  is  limited 

to: 

1.  Briefly  responding  to  statements  made  or  questions  posed  by  members  of  the  public,  or 

2.  Request  staff  to  report  back  on  a  matter  at  a  subsequent  meeting,  or 

3.  Directing  staff  to  place  the  item  or  issue  on  a  future  agenda  (Government  Code  Section  54954.2(a).) 

Disability  Access 

The  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  Meeting  will  be  held  at  City  Hall,  Room  421,  One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place, 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102,  in  the  Civic  Center  area.  The  meeting  room  is  wheelchair  accessible.  The  closest  accessible  BART  station 
is  the  Civic  Center  Station  at  United  Nations  Plaza  and  Market  Street.  Accessible  MUNI  lines  serving  this  location  are:  #71 
Haight/Noriega  and  the  F  Line  to  Market  and  Van  Ness  and  the  Metro  Stations  at  Van  Ness  and  Market  and  at  Civic  Center.  For 
information  about  MUNI  accessible  services  call  (415)  923-6142.  There  is  accessible  curbside  parking  adjacent  to  City  Hall  on  Grove 
Street  and  Van  Ness  Avenue  and  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Veterans  Building  at  401  Van  Ness  Avenue  adjacent  to  Davies  Hall  and  the  War 
Memorial  Complex. 

The  following  services  are  available  on  request  48  hours  prior  to  the  meeting;  except  for  Monday  meetings,  for  which  the  deadline  shall 
be  4:00  p.m.  of  the  last  business  day  of  the  preceding  week:  For  American  sign  language  interpreters  or  the  use  of  a  reader  during  a 
meeting,  a  sound  enhancement  system,  and/or  alternative  formats  of  the  agenda  and  minutes,  please  contact  Monica  Fish  at  (415) 
355-3709  to  make  arrangements  for  the  accommodation.  Late  requests  will  be  honored,  if  possible. 

In  order  to  assist  the  City's  efforts  to  accommodate  persons  with  severe  allergies,  environmental  illnesses,  multiple  chemical  sensitivity 
or  related  disabilities,  attendees  at  public  meetings  are  reminded  that  other  attendees  may  be  sensitive  to  various  chemical  based 
products.  Please  help  the  City  accommodate  these  individuals.  Individuals  with  chemical  sensitivity  or  related  disabilities  should  call 
the  Mayor's  Office  on  Disability  at  (415)  554-6789  or  (415)  554-6799  (TTY)  for  further  information. 

Know  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance 
(Chapter  67  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code) 
Government's  duty  is  to  serve  the  public,  reaching  its  decisions  in  full  view  of  the  public.  Commissions,  boards,  councils,  and  other 
agencies  of  the  City  and  County  exist  to  conduct  the  people's  business.  This  ordinance  assures  that  deliberations  are  conducted 
before  the  people  and  that  City  operations  are  open  to  the  people's  review.  For  more  information  on  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine 
Ordinance  or  to  report  a  violation  of  the  ordinance,  contact  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  Task  Force,  Sunshine  Task  Force  Administrator, 
City  Hall,  Room  409,  1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102-4683  at  Phone  No.:  (415)  554-7724;  Fax  No.:  (415) 
554-7854;  E-mail:  sotf@sfqov.orQ.  Copies  of  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  can  be  obtained  from  the  Clerk  of  the  Sunshine  Task  Force,  the 
San  Francisco  Public  Library  and  on  the  City's  website  at  www.sfgov.org. 

Lobbyist  Registration  and  Reporting  Requirements 
Individuals  and  entities  that  influence  or  attempt  to  influence  local  legislative  or  administrative  action  may  be  required  by  the  San 
Francisco  Lobbyist  Ordinance  [SF  Campaign  &  Governmental  Conduct  Code  §2.100,  et.  seq]  to  register  and  report  lobbying  activity. 
For  more  information  about  the  Lobbyist  Ordinance,  please  contact  the  Ethics  Commission  at:  25  Van  Ness  Avenue,  Second  Floor,  San 
Francisco,  CA  94102;  telephone  (415)  252-3100,  fax  (415)  252-3112;  web  site  at  www.sfgov.org/ethics. 
Posted:  June  1,  2010 
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1.  Thank  you  for  taking  ©ur  survey! 

1.  Please  provide  the  ffollowoBug  information: 

Your  name:  |  

Company/OrganizatioBTi:  |  

EmaiS  Address:  |  

Phone  Nlunnber:  |  

2.  Summary  of  your  organization's  mission: 


3.  Was  your  organization  previously  aware  of  the  Commission  on  the  Environment? 

Yes 
No 

Not  sure 

4.  Has  your  group  been  represented  at  any  Commission  meetings? 

Yes 
No 

Not  sure 

If  so,  on  what  topic(s)?  Please  tell  us  about  the  experience. 


5.  If  your  organization  hasn't  attended  a  Commission  meeting,  please  indicate  why: 

The  Commission  is  doing  great  work;  there's  no  reason  for  us  to  be  involved. 

The  agendas  aren't  relevant  to  us. 

No  one  sees  the  agendas  or  knows  about  the  meetings. 

The  meetings  are  held  at  inconvenient  times/location. 

No  one  from  our  group  is  available  to  go  to  meetings. 
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®.  You  can  provide  input  to  the  Commission  by  Setter,  ernaiD  or  telephone.  Are  there 
other  ways  you'd  Bike  to  be  able  to  weigh  in  on  issues? 


7.  Has  your  group  worked  with  Department  of  the  Environment  on  any  projects? 
Yes 
No 

If  yes,  please  elaborate 


S.  Have  you  ever  visited  the  Department  of  the  Environment's  website? 
(www.sffenvironment.org) 

Yes 

No 


Do  you  have  any  comments  or  suggestions  for  making  it  more  useful? 


S>.  WouOd  you  like  to  have  a  representative  off  the  Commission  attend  a  meeting  of 
your  organization  to  discuss  ways  to  work  together  and  ways  the  Commission  can 
be  more  reievant  to  your  organization's  priorities? 

Yes 

No 

Possibly/Need  more  information 
Please  elaborate 
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10.  Are  there  general  environmental  areas  of  concern  that  you  feel  need  more 
attention,  or  specific  environmental!  problems  to  be  solved?  Is  there  legislation  you 
feel  needs  to  be  introduced?  Any  other  comments,  questions,  suggestions? 
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t.  His  your  gim»p  oey,y  f :Oi,o-.E -r; ': ,r>:l  I;-:  sny  Commte&son  :v^0?Vy8'?  : 
Not  sure 

-I  If  your  DffjBr? bailor!  hftsn't  e ^Fvtifcd  s  Comftitsslon .- iii4|SD:il r-: sj j jtHSft -I'fttlif CflMi.  .  .. y  : 

Hq  Raspsrie-e 

■  v ;?_  :5r  -  -- F^;jLJi  C-^^rhai-Eisslon  by  -.  :  r  ■  ■  i  or  mmnmi&:,  Art  Mh«r  ••  1  ^Ejirsi  MM  lb 
bs  a  I? Is  50  v.';.";:'*      -    r .* 

:  :   V-        -  L  i-.-  E 1  iiVMl  ,i  i_l  ijt=:  |criv;r:-r",  OiOii  or=  srry  proooi; " 

No 

o,  Hav$  ><rj  i&y&r  visitad  the  Department  of  His  Eft$rwmsc4''s  wastes?  {wv/w.sfen^ronmeriLQ^fJ 


h 


fDLli-d  ¥Q  U  EtSS  IC=     •.        3  reyroSEIstsd'OS  OfdjIS 


.'.  '.  / .-  •:  . 

•si  r  " 


;  eee  : 


E"-e  ■ =  :  -  -  of   "  yhsT   -  _  se  "  =  =  :  .  Er.  _" 

snvifafusisiitaE  proibfefi'is  to  be  soivfd?  is  there  iag|s!srior=  you  fesr  needs  to  bs.intr.wsussd?  Ai H?  oriier 
.    .  ...  _  _ 

Ir  :~?if     the  sisiGunL  c-f  TBtt&ft&fe  energy  iseri  try  die  city  of  SaiiFrBrrolsra  .should  be  a  priority. 


_      i      ;     -  -   r  "  ■    c.  _r: 

Phone  NumLe     4 SoL— I 

Graensetien  moN6?.es  Boiraintiify  po&'&if  t_o  %Wi  Vi&otim  and  dr&sfile  iriduwry  and  goveoifflWit  pfflfd&3  grid  prsciDBS 
[:     -,.->:   -i-l. "ir>- .11. "rs_.        s  "I  ..'r.i 

3=  Was  .vu  ;=,--■  =.-.;z£-Uc -     =  !--i.r-  V  •     •    of  the  CY^n  if^.i---::  c~:  the  2 -      :=f  Er.-sn:  - 

Yes'.'  J  .,.        ;,:  Li 

f.  Has  Ydy"  |roop  bssn  —  p^-^oY-d  Co^mlE5ii&rs  m^tlinigBY  • 

Yes  ;  .  ,_: .                                      _  .  .  ..  ..   ..  _ 

f:.  If  volt  orawdzatloii   .          ; :  ~.  .   v,  \\:      r--:z.'.in^  plsass  rn  •  :  <-■: 

no  Rmpm=m  .     -  ■ 

m  ipHBI  jftrtfl  j|  HI  .. :.' /v.  by  fetter JmiMi  er  .J../>  ^  n  :  &m     .     cl/i&'wsyi  ymfY  like  to 


5.  •  •  —I 


u./jir;!-,  in  .D!i  jESSISGY  V 

NO  K«Sf>WSa  , 

?.  Has  ifoor  pr.-'-r  --i-n  r  .    ih.  En-  rrm^i.      s-y  projects? 

Yss   .  ■■Y:;.;-:  ;;  ;   ;      y      .  - 

fejjy  ;,:    ,>;f.r;T:R  if^fejtiihy  po&'er  p-larvis  and  g&bbsI  polluiiian  in  Ba^ew  HuntutS;  "friiii 

if  Mils  yoa  iy&r  visited  fire  rv-Tpartmertf  efthe  Eiw-iriiiimsnf  i  n^hsifte?  ^r^,5fsnv;i— nr? 

Id  v&H  if  ICS  tOffi3w  S  ■  -  '         '        ..        Lli  5  QomfbiSii  !  , -n  j  F,  !  ,  >•.-..  •  :    ;    •  U  ' 

yJavi  to       '  '  -os-ths  •     .    .  •  ••  d- .  Go  vinivft:-   dsr  bo  more  r*l£y8fii1^'3©ur  c 


Deyttf'KteOfi  i^hsdyliriy 

10..  fits  there  v-jiUi^l  environ  msntef  rrens  or  -.-n.-       -h't  ycy  -o^-l  i^iinc-rs  sferttior,  s-r  E-  ' 
arvironrno  Tte  problems  id     Svk^i?  is  ir-e,jb  tegislstbrt  vow  fesi  needs  to  he  invrAthimdi  ftny  other 
sori#fteoi8,  qus&tiOdiS-  s'uggsssions? 

The  CMCounty  should  iwwe  Its  GammiijDsni.  for  Bttvirowwefttsl  jusfics  emi  cet#f|y«  ai&porting  tiis  fcj  yroilpK  Mist 
:'~:^tfV  cin  vhts  wcrt  in  if  Hi  comRwitry 


1 ,  Pkm%  protficte  tte  following  mfcrmatloM: 
Your  name:  -  Andrew  Kydsr 


Uffs 

m\  Ecology 

Lmail ; 

sdtlt-tHfs:  > 
Number: 

-  4156:1701.68 

fiDi 
litis 


No 

S.  h  your  ctg^Ersti-z-"  iriii  .  -.-^n.^.-'  =  Ccmmrss?on  im 
Nrt  arte  sues  tfcfi  SKJapdas'or  knojMS  about  the:rn;&&PnnR. 


'L  You  can  provide  tepili  to  tho  Uor^mb^on  by  fsft&sr,  wirial  of  tafeplhofia.  Are  Uwe  Wber  ways 


,  tii 


iters  lur  I-ao  years  ureter  era  tinsel  cL?        t l 


iE'-anc-  iva .  z       bom^irssEore  csn  os  r? 


K»flfi!»at!i1aj  ar$3S  o^  ■  -i Hhai  ypy  iee-i  il©ed  s&ra-  aitsriiioEy  or  sps "  hie 
«bia^  Id  be  Buivsdo     sjV«4  byb;!woa  you  fc-si  risds  -o  bo  mirooi?o;d~  Any  oLhs, 


line  • 

tmis5»c*i  owi  tf'it  5nv3M»n«*5in7 
0*11  rpiVSYLnyS? 

meeting,  pte&Ss  Irtdteate  «rhyi 

email  of-  ivffeiuc-iii,  Are  'there  &thar  ways; you rd  Like  fe 


iron  rrietss  oft  anrypr!>jscis? 
iazs  Fanners  F'-"->» h 

smissios?  stt6ssd;3  n^«lintf  or  yoyr  os'-gartipaikm  to 
a-ilors  can  he  wmb  relevant  tc-  your  Q-rgankation's 


fit:  fees  ntfrps  m  i>z  rhii'-iidu-ceoi?  Any  other 


i .  Pleas*  pwhtn  *fifeto^^b»feii»iisttani- 
Y-our  nan  is :  -  Jaainisi'  Diary 

ComiJanjrfO^ai^^:  -  CteBn  Water  Acton 
Email  Address:  -  i;!sd^#ctean^ter 


2.  SynMi-sary  of  ym\f ;ffi~gsntaattqn;e  fniasfo-?}: 
f  a  nsn}  <j[Sasrf'6f;is  .''-;'i?lsiTi  ana  5?ftrtf3%cv    riittNri  s^i-il  Mips 
Waft  ^ijr-i'k:'§3piiii-tiofi  prsviouah*  otfrfca  oi  S'Ho  CY^wN 
Yee  _  ' 

ove  oil!  envirocrtTt&rit 

a";]iliiliiJ?!o«ilil:l  :;jilifia=n 

Y©5 

Passage  and  jmplBmBrtararjr!  ~ji  \.-(s  Freoaar  3ns "y  fraya  a  3 

a.  If  your                     •         •                  ;  hi    : :  ; : !    • : :  •  .                 •  '  ,;   .   :  y      y  y 

Smca  they  darit  reseat  every  month,  1  tend  not  to  kaap  track  of  their  mseiiFfjS  . 

6.  You  can  pYYvltlo  itHM-W  YYbo  CommteSsri  byrottar,  arnaji!  or  YMooaono,  Yro  tnora  otharoiaya  yoYo  Ijikf  to 
No  Reopooao 

v.  K  .  . .  :      ;  .  :  •  arkac  .*•!•..,,   ;            .    .       . ,    .          '  Y  *  ] 

^W~WSSi:M  WM^W'WWMWSM  ll^illlllillBfil  111S11131SS  11 

Rraetautiortary  People    i >.u:\v>H\ntt  Ordins-nse,  G-man  C~te>"nistr? 

Yes 

-:.  Y'&ufo  you  i  ka  :         -  r~r.r-B,.*ad\-B  07  _jb  '_:-»im  - 
discuss  ws^>  to  WlhK  i^tfe^n j  wyy-  Use  SBimnjs&io 
prtorjifog? 

Ws'ffi  .silres-rh/  wnrkinr:  >"ii:-  stem  nfi  ;!rsf.:.rA  of  inint  intanpst  nn 

aion  s&end  a  mse-Ling  of  »raur-Qrg=r tga'Yaji  .a 

-r  |{-  •              r •  i  \  -  rviiihnr:  rhp  ni"T?missinnPr=  =1^  ' 

10 

qensraJ  an\dre*i nte nisi 
al  problems  to  bo  solve 

areas  hi  ioiirer;i  thai  vssr  i&si  T-.es>!  more  ar_ers'i;art.  -e*  i 
d?  la  there  legislation  Wo  fee!  nooda  to  be  Y,aaY...aa  ab- 

pacific 

.1.  . , 

*  addition 
waste  prt 

al  tfs 
•ne  r 

mm  (Ike 

ylriM  and  fl&duetioTi'  issues,  including  wssfa  Teduoaon  proglnarris  n  City  Dspa 
coffee  cups  and  tp&&ou3t  food  containers,  and  additional  pollution  provagtiior 

rtenErds.  fses  on 
acih/rtsss 

'1.  Please  provide  the  following  information: 
Your  name:  -  David  Lewis 


rail  apii  response,  respectful  - 
"  -i  _  i r  . :     kin  h'-         t  stinted  a  ComrnTss'i?*  i  -n^etng  pi§s*ii  i  udE-csse  why: :  ,.; 

Th©  sosnd'jt$  srs^'J  rBteVBist  k.j  us- 

Has  vour  &rO»p 


tea 

9»Wp-y« :, 

:;,\:\:-\:>\  \ 

cm 

!  E-?  1:  i- 

■  —  z: 

emsw^on-s 

selevsnt  to 

1  Pimm?  provide  iihs  following  mformatiati: 
Your  nssn&:  -  Bob  teS^eseii,  Pres 
{)onTflMr!V,fOnnBnsisBafs:  -  Mission  Cr&sk  Cofssetvancy 
Email  Address:  -  rt^a<^K^@pnsil.aaB 
PhoiKi  Number  -  4 15-652-4577 


r-  n  r  .•  j:j.?-e:s6.r|i:;K  of  ^labfe.  In*:  i     nn  -  -arisrAst 


(Hfertms,'  Eorefe.  ^onssorarsis,  Petens,  die)  uhtfar  prssaire  of  the  Mission  bay  oavalopmer 
No 

Not  3peci§cal3y  rt^OSSifltefl,  though  Ruth  Qrsvartls,  ?  ibiffiirifsaiortsr is  i.  r*tef«foor  MCU'i 


B ;  i 


We  havft  a  small  end  ksoss  =ooi!s,  not  Mvwn  to  !i>3  on  too  C^wnnlsEPin's  agenda. 

6,  You  ci  .ij."  Lc  _-e  t3nm'=3lir»  c\-  lea:&r,-*mail  or  '-"r^h-      £.-.  "  -  -r  _-i  v 

No,  wa  wsm  10  koOpdur  ImbS  bene  bri  ars  doing  firve. 


rottm®ntorc;j 


Lo  rmm  l  r%pv&Wft<mifa$     i;hfi  eomntlBS-ioii attend  a  mooting  ;of  your  orgsnfetwrs  t< 

,!SElqis  cat:  bi  mom  r^Sis^rjito  WOUs  Of  pimpjtors 


no 


.prtoWriost  ;  .  /-b 

No   ::-  ■.  "  V     -     -  ■-  ■ 

Vfe7-fl  ,;i  yyry  *-.i>  "il  ^rq^irst  in  'iAih  no  paid  sisif ;-: nrl  a  -p' -j1-^'  t3 .  Vol  A'oVf;  .  .  t"  In  '  -  l'-"-'8-, 
foaptsy  tlse  way  Ihlng's-ars.  If  we  expand  our  goals  we  will 'get  ih-tdudft.- 

10.  fire  there  aamrri/aiwironftitont* tsmm  of  conn.;-::        you  feel  f>&Bd^sore  gtieniioti, ■or.soecihc 
lh&4WMiU  mm&mmmion  you  fee!  nmm  io  bo  mtrotidesdY  Arty  oUi 

Global  wai 


t.fiy|{!  a  caSaFitiiophh;  silyQlkirt  MyQrlo^wkte.  The  4 

GOUtc 

St  threaten*  to  reach  «ieh  oatBatropttk;  prqponj 
b  increase  often  feet  or  more. 

on*  *  Le.  wfierih 

1.  PSease  provide  the  following  information: 
Your  name:  -  Manish  Champsee 

GfHTipsfiyfOrgsiisatori:  -  'Walk  Ban  rraiiiniEco 
Email  Mar&ss:  -  ms^^5#waiKsf,org 
Phone  Numbs  r:  -  4'!$"JH^-vtFM.K 

yjj.'-'y  cI?Srt  Frpncl'«D  o nr&^tea  v-sfefsLi  bp  a  bb%  and  susiy^'^ilo  fc?rm  of  fc^nspuftoktf'i  niguiiCfftSSSft  oureH/s 
NyaialSHv,  enhaiicyS  public  iffe,  and  improves  public  and  environmental  h&ffl'U';  ¥v«  afO  a  coa'ton  of organ'izafcii 
individuals  tec  ©seivS  w  ftpnwe  San  Franci&Dbs  walking  ewlmniiient  through  awMam  and  policy  advocacy  1ft 
educates  rc^sioootS-,  city  agemfiseSj  i»nd  pjit*L-fed  of  fid  ate  regarding  fes  iiuoCi  !nr  nxtre  peoaBiriar^lT'Sndly  strtsslLS, 

.WSS  vij-ij;;  £ih*g.SiVlE2'J;--5f'i  pfc  V,  .iL'!?  iiW^i*  vLWiSB;  ii  I      '    ;  ~  _. .  _  li      .,  <  -.i.. 

Yes 

Ttio  CiDr!?rr^iJslor;  is  cifDing  yriKsi  Vs^rk;  ii 'ku'h's  ;n0  re&SQO  for  us  to  bs  ^nVvwed. 

a,  7  f  u  can  provide  r.  >  -  'O  the  Com-misston  by  ^  :mJ  m  tetapbonre*  Aro  i.h-n  ©<h«'        pi'd  lift 

«0   '  '  - .;        -  -:     "  "  v.-  •  ' ..  ' 

7,  Has  .ybur  BiiifS  workafi  with  Department  of  ttrt-  f  ftvlcefnfSTtsnt  on  any  prists? 
Yea  -  ■  ■     ■      ■  . 

attended  asms  mmMms       DnE  staff  : 

J,  r'.z'-z  <--.-   -  -  "i=  vsr'a  -       Caparim-^m  or     •  ":'  =  ■.-.■'  "5"".  a  :-  i  '  •  i'riit>iVmepLoro;  . 

Yes  . 

ft,  WWJld  vol?  life  to  Hill  a  renfssenrative  of  ths  Commission-attend  a  mooting  of  your  ©rgainM^fiein  to 
dlfciil  -/ays  ;o«of^  rogsmar  and  ivpi  is  Comnsssori  can  oa  mora  rekwaFitio  y&ur  ^rfatuaaEEon's 
priorities1? 
I  to 

•10,  ilill  Bill  jpWIIi  ilillllllliiii  111!!  II  Iwets'p  that you  ifisfel  o&ati  mors  attention,  or  specific 

^ ;ni vi peirii manit^' ^ttM^iiffl  to;ba'solyac!7  Sa  thara  ia^IaiBtioo  -/m  teal  fle&da  to  Jos  i ctrodyeao?  fi,m  other 
comments,:  tpIWjMpii,  sug.gsarions'a 
f#o  Roe  pUs'5 


Your  name:  -  Pater  Braslow 
C0H«i]^riy/Oiy3ntz«iiDfi:  -  tiators  in  ifrs  City 
Email  Address?  -  p^er^?i^sinth«%,s5 
Rhone  Number:  -  41 5-564-4 1 07 

1.  Summary  of  aaaa ^tmmMW^ifi^vm 

ihey  live, 

3.¥sas  your  organization  f.»r«vk*i3«iy'i^^-or  the  ConWagSfe-l  ©srthg  poVirohmfcni 
Yes 


ear  :,::>:  ae-sm  n 


:      at  :  i     esion  a 


Yes 

Mostly  the  Urbua  Nature  shotem  aims-  t.rh;..'.  riWbi  a.  r  Accord  s:  but alee  rEgardiiEg  the  Biodiversity  objective  of 
i|ag  DRAFT  f»_-  k         i "i*"  and  dp^tS-psce  f  [  ■  >  i-^  GensrakPlsn.  I  think thsre  Isvs  been  a  couple  off  other 


a 


on  ha  i  •  h  i;-      j-kaa.  • 


an  orovMs  loeui  i<>  1$>s  DomhntfiSkjn  by  Jsiior.  ss-rsat)  or  tsSsphoBB.  Are  there  oilier  says  you'd  like  to 
skit  i    ■    issues?  ■ 


leo  KBSpooea 

.  '  :- :      .  Iri-      -  £  i:  _ 

Y©8 

World  EnvkonmBnt  Day  2vU5  am      Bm  F'-md^Wom  ^smm-^^iP^^s. 

3,   .-      ybsy  ftve,  viahadaae  Department  of  the  Eaakoamanh a  araeshe?  (aaaw,efenvkoaansatmaa|i 
Yes 

9,  Woiiici  you  i     It  have  -.  repffee^ittaavecjf  the  Ccmimfosion  •  ■  meetihf  m         B  •  ■■ 


.  '  to  weak  t 

pn  errtieeV 

PossibiyNeee  mane  kko 

Concern  for  6uir  issues  ii 
anything  about  bi<x£v&rs 


-  pm  noaaakskaa  aau  be  .mora  •  *i  yoafmaeaakzabeab: 


ft'rjh  ( , .     .:.  •    r  pa  rrfflnhbabs  of  the  iJ:  nine  a  tS  ,  i  .•  Dapaaraan!  r  not  cluing 

h' <ir  railyra!  asaaa  amriuaanaru,  ~     ~  ~ 


10,  Affe  sites  ra  gesoerat  environ  mental  areas  of  concern  thstyoo  fog;  naah  mora  ahsntfoa,  or  spook k 


environ  mania 
comments.  c\i 


-  :     _  -    --     -     ;  '   :-  _  r  ~    pea  fofti  r,         to  bp  amak^mak  Aay  :bar 


Same  as  above.  Ws  would  the  Id  ass  psfisjaiSmant  priohtiaa  biosiivwsiy  tO.be  ftquarPy  important  as  the  rest  of  fie 
issues  thai  it  works  rat,  Sntl  hi 


City  family,  ar 


City  Bfodharrehy  Dtroatar  to  1  '  •  .  a  ad  naake  ooftcy  rsaronim&ndBiJonB  acmes  the 
siaiiesiTi  to  raaato  afannraa  aaeaciioec  for  San  Fraoctecos  batons!  hstftaoe. 

Iiial» 


-=        ;  .  .        -  "  -: 

Es|»ora:  Httas  ite  ssnv^'p n rr?gf r I i  -  meiyplny  i^i^esi,  pssfes,  urban  ssftfegs  ftnidbdirig  demo  air  sra  W*ar, 
enwHOfirifNtMifii  jiJsliNLe 

^i  ^^-i-     .•=-:;  z :  -£■  -i  .."  ttto  : f jdfi       .  -:  ;"     !  Wvif 

Yds    v  d' 

4dHI"g  yobr  csro^LS^ 

Ye* 

Ftobabiv r--ji  f— r     Cms  or  fUr  ..u'.,-?  ^as 'u  r.    original  eommisteu;  ariottor  :c-7t;  .  .'?n:7 

t-i      r,-  r..- ,  radar  at  Mb  wm  ttoisgh  •. . , .•  rift  an-snri     .  n  a  :---lvs lin  agenda  tern  Is  Galled  Id  our  nr.rr'rirn. 
6,  v    ■  _  r-    pre        "i.e.!  :l  ids  -I- 1-  s;,d  : :  i    .  Li!-:    -c-ni.  Art;  -uu  -  vrays  ytU'C  'Iks  it: 

te  siste  cow^p']  hi  on  Issues?  -: 

ffc  R&5 pOOl S-B  :..:r".'  

i    -     your  r  .  l...  wosksd  -  1    ^cpi i  J  _  _  -.ruin  -  .  ".6  1  Si  s-sei.?? 

'Yes 

Crearic   ofihciJi  •  i     -  i        he  oar     -=    i.  - 

S;  Hsvs  *&y  ever  visited  ids  Dmmmmu  of  ft!  &w|rbnm»nr6  IfpsliP  C**^-sfen^ftKi-sneHior$) 

d  WcdJld  i'cu  Ei.:e  --s :  •        th-a  zi-.&ir  j:  *-=  -v.  _-  :s  Comm'sy^Ji;  nissv:  s  ;  .  .  . :     ed  ;c-  --  -r--ir=  -S 
prfisHitesV 

sed  moF  -  si — Her  b  - 
«ou  fss?  nesds  to  fes  IrKrpiffifeSlf  Any  oilier 

-  -  =     _     j     r,  ti    i  tj i  -  inn.        •  ,r    ti  ^1  -\  h:i=  _<r  l        in      I  1  r  i-.  m 
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Page  1  of  9 


SurveyMonkey 

Create  Survey     My  Surveys     Address  Book     My  Account 


Logged  in  as  "jwalshie"    Log  Off 


Need  Help? 


You  have  a  basic  account. 


To  remove  the  limits  of  a  basic  account  and  get  unlimited  questions,  upgrade  now! 


survey  title: 

Commission  on  the 

Environment  Survey  Edit  Title 

design  survey 

(  collect  responses  || 

analyze  results  ] 

£t\  View  Summary 
ffl  Browse  Responses 
V  Filter  Responses 
(51  Crosstab  Responses 
g  Download  Responses 
0  Share  Responses 


current  report:  Default  Report        Add  Report 


53 


Response  Summary 


Total  Started  Survey:  12 
Total  Completed  Survey:  12  (K6C 


Page:  Thank  you  for  taking  our  survey! 


1.  Please  provide  the  following  information: 


Show  replies  Your  name: 

-§J  Show  replies 

Company/Organization: 


Response 
Percent 

100.0% 
100.0% 


p  Show  replies  Email  Address:  [ 
■p  Show  replies     Phone  Number:  [ 


 |  100.0% 

I  100.0% 
answered  question 
skipped  question 


Download 

Response 
Count 

12 

12 

12 
12 
12 
0 


2.  Summary  of  your  organization's  mission: 


answered  question 
skipped  question 


Download 

Response 
Count 

12 
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2.  Summary  of  your  organization's  mission:  Download 

...  J  Show  replies  12 

answered  question  12 

skipped  question  0 

3.  Was  your  organization  previously  aware  Create  Chart  Download 
of  the  Commission  on  the  Environment? 

Response  Response 

Percent  Count 

Yes    |          |                83,3%  10 

No                                0.0%  0 

Not  sure    □                        16.7%  2 

answered  question  12 

skipped  question  0 

4.  Has  your  group  been  represented  at  any  Create  Chart  Download 
Commission  meetings? 

Response  Response 

Percent  Count 

Yes    □                     41.7%  5 

No    |       |                     50.0%  6 

Not  sure    Q                         8.3%  1 

Hide  replies  If  so,  on  what  topic(s)?  Please  tell  us  about  the 

5 

experience. 

1.  Passage  and  implemenation  of    Tue,  Nov  3,  2009  1 :56  PM  Find- 
the  Precautionary  Principle 

2.  oil  spill  response,  respectful        Sat,  Oct  31 ,  2009  2:23  PM  4*  Find-- 

answered  question  12 

skipped  question  0 
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4.  Has  your  group  been  represented  at  any  Create  Chart  Download 
Commission  meetings? 

3.  Not  specifically  represented,       Fri,  Oct  30,  2009  8:46  PM      %  Find- 
though  Ruth  Gravanis,  a 

Commissioner  is  a  member  of 
MCC's  Board 

4.  Mostly  the  Urban  Nature  section  Fri,  Oct  30,  2009  1 :09  PM      ^  Find... 
of  the  Urban  Environmental 

Accords,  but  also  regarding  the 
Biodiversity  objective  of  the 
DRAFT  new  Recreation  and 
Open  Space  Element  of  the 
General  Plan.  I  think  there  have 
been  a  couple  of  other  related 
issues  as  well. 

5.  Probably  not  recently.  One  of      Fri,  Oct  30,  2009  12:59  PM  Find... 
our  activists  was  on  the  original 

commission;  another  serves 
currently 


answered  question 
skipped  question 


12 
0 


5.  If  your  organization  hasn't  attended  a 
Commission  meeting,  please  indicate  why: 


The  Commission  is  doing  great  work; 

there's  no  reason  for  us  to  be    |  1 
involved. 

The  agendas  aren't  relevant  to  us.  [] 


No  one  sees  the  agendas  or 
knows  about  the  meetings. 


The  meetings  are  held  at 
inconvenient  times/location. 


□ 


Create  Chart  Download 


Response  Response 
Percent  Count 


28.6% 


14.3% 


42.9% 


14.3% 


answered  question 
skipped  question 
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5.  If  your  organization  hasn't  attended  a            Create  Chart 

Download 

Commission  meeting,  please  indicate  why: 

No  one  from  our  group  is  available  to 

0.0% 

0 

go  to  meetings. 

V*  Hide  replies  Other  (please  specify) 

3 

1.   Since  they  don't  meet  every 

Tue,  Nov  3,  2009  1 :56  PM 

i  iy  Find... 

month,  I  tend  not  to  keep  track 

of  their  meetings 

2.   We  have  a  small  and  local 

Fri,  Oct  30,  2009  8:46  PM 

%  Find... 

focus,  not  known  to  be  on  the 

Commission's  agenda.  . 

3.   It's  not  on  our  radar  at  this  time 

Fri,  Oct  30,  200912:59  PM 

Ek  Find... 

though  we  do  attend  when  a 

specific  agenda  item  is  called  to 

our  attention. 

answered  question 

7 

skipped  question 

5 

6.  You  can  provide  input  to  the  Commission  by  letter,  email  or 

Download 

telephone.  Are  there  other  ways  you'd  like  to  be  able  to  weigh  in  on  issues? 

Response 

Count 

■p  Hide  replies 

3 

1.   Surveys,  web  casts,  conference 

Tue,  Nov  10,  2009  2:09  PM 

%  Find... 

calls 

2.   No,  we  want  to  keep  our  local 

Fri,  Oct  30,  2009  8:46  PM 

<\  Find... 

focus  and  are  doing  fine. 

3.  no 

Fri,  Oct  30,  2009  7:05  PM 

Find... 

answered  question 

3 

skipped  question 
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7.  Has  your  group  worked  with  Department 
of  the  Environment  on  any  projects? 


Yes 


Create  Chart 

Response 
Percent 

75.0% 

25.0% 


No  □ 

Hide  replies  If  yes,  please  elaborate 


Download 

Response 
Count 

9 

3 
10 


1.  We  are  primarily  an 
educational,  not  a  policy 
organization.  We  do  work  with 
government  organizations, 
municipal  governments  as 
well  as  private  companies  to 
help  create  systems 
approaches  to  sustaianbility. 

2.  Years  ago,  RRI's  president 
Huey  Johnson,  advised  on 
green  planning.  Also  invited 
recently  to  a  brief  meeting. 

3.  lots  of  projects  including 
power  plants  and  diesel 
pollution  in  Bayview  Hunters 
Point 

4.  We  were  conservation 
auditors  for  two  years  under 
the  Green  Business  program. 

5.  Waste  Management;  having 
the  Dept  table  at  our  Ferry 
Plaza  Farmers  Market 

6.  Precautionary  Principle, 
Purchasing  Ordinance,  Green 
Chemistry 

7.  water  pollution  prevention 

8.  attended  some  meetings  with 
DoE  staff 


Tue,  Nov  10,2009  2:09  PM     ^  Find. 


Mon,  Nov  9,  2009  2:32  PM      %  Find- 

Mon,  Nov  9,  2009  2:16  PM      4*  Find- 

Mon,  Nov  9,  2009  12:41  PM    ?\  Find- 

Mon,  Nov  9,  2009  12:32  PM    %  F'nd- 

Tue,  Nov  3,  2009  1 :56  PM  Fi"d- 

Sat,  Oct  31 ,  2009  2:23  PM  4^  F>nd- 
Fri,  Oct  30,  2009  7:05  PM       *\  F'nd- 

answered  question 
skipped  question 


12 
0 
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7.  Has  your  group  worked  with  Department  Create  Chart  Download 
of  the  Environment  on  any  projects? 

9.   World  Environment  Day,  2005  Fri,  Oct  30,  2009  1:09  PM       %  F'nd... 
and  the  San  Francisco  Weed 
Management  Area. 

10.   Creation  of  the  department      Fri,  Oct  30,  2009  12:59  PM     !  S,  Find  - 
and  the  commission. 


answered  question 
skipped  question 


12 
0 


8.  Have  you  ever  visited  the  Department  of  Create  Chart  Download 
the  Environment's  website?  (www.sfenvironment.org) 

Response  Response 
Percent  Count 


Yes 


No  □ 


83.3% 
16.7% 


10 

2 


■jJ  Show  replies  Do  you  have  any  comments  or  suggestions  for 

making  it  more  useful? 


answered  question  12 
skipped  question  0 


9.  Would  you  like  to  have  a  representative  of  the        Create  Chart       Downlos  d 


Commission  attend  a  meeting  of  your  organization  to  discuss  ways  to  work 
together  and  ways  the  Commission  can  be  more  relevant  to  your  organization's 
priorities? 

Response  Response 
Percent  Count 


Yes  0  10.0% 
No    D  30.0% 


answered  question  }0 
skipped  question 
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9.  Would  you  like  to  have  a  representative  of  the        Create  Chart  Downlo; 


Commission  attend  a  meeting  of  your  organization  to  discuss  ways  to  work 
together  and  ways  the  Commission  can  be  more  relevant  to  your  organization's 
priorities? 

Possibly/Neetl  mom  imwtmikm    [j|  60,0% 
■'p  Hide  replies  Please  elaborate 


1.     (  Mil  ;-;Vw!iiS  alt  ViS'lfyCl  cil 


Tue,  Nov  10,  2009  2:09  PM    %  F'nd- 


vK  2. 
3. 


http://www.nstui"ali?t8j»usa.oi'y/rjatural 
-step-events/ 

Depends  on  scheduling 


Mon,  Nov  9,  2009  2:16  PM     %,  Find... 


We're  already  working  with  staff  on     Tue,  Nov  3,  2009  1 :56  PM      %,  Find- 
areas  of  joint  interest,  and  look 
forward  to  briefing  the 
Commissioners  as  we  move  forward. 


We're  a  very  small  organization  with    Fri,  Oct  30,  2009  8:46  PM 

no  paid  staff  and  a  minimal  budget. 

Yet  we're  succeeding  in  our  goals,  so 

are  happy  the  way  things  are.  If  we 

expand  our  goals  we  will  get  in 

touch. 


5.   Concern  for  our  issues  is  well 
represented  by  members  of  the 
Policy  Committee,  but  the 

Department  is  not  doing  anything 
ahou*  biodiversity  ot  nattffai  Sfeas 
management 


Fri,  Oct  30,  2009  1 :09  PM 


answered  question 
skipped  question 


f%  Find. 


\  Find. 
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10.  Are  there  general  environmental  areas  of  concern  that  you  Download 
feel  need  more  attention,  or  specific  environmental  problems  to  be  solved? 
Is  there  legislation  you  feel  needs  to  be  introduced?  Any  other  comments, 
questions,  suggestions? 

Response 
Count 

Hide  replies  7 


Mon,  Nov  9,  2009  2:16  PM     %  Find. 


1.  Our  perspective  is  triple  bottom   Tue,  Nov  10,  2009  2:09  PM    %  Find- 
line  focused.  While  we  are  all 

focused  on  environmental 
issues,  it  is  always  balanced  by 
economy  and  social 
implications. 

2.  Increasing  the  amounlof  Mon,  Nov  9,  2009  2:23  PM     %  Find. 

renewable  energy  used  by  the 
city  of  San  Frar.afeoo  should  be 
&  priority. 

3.  The  City/County  should 
increase  its  eorftmRment  for 
environmental  justice  and 
continue  supporting  the  E-i 
groups  thai  really  dp  this  work 
in  the  cemm'jnity 

4.  -  additional  waste  diversion  and  Tue,  Nov  3,  2009  1 :56  PM 
reduction  issues,  including 
waste  reduction  programs  in 
City  Departments,  fees  on 
waste  prone  items  like  coffee 
cups  and  takeout  food 
containers,  and  additional 
pollution  prevention  activities 


SL  Find... 


5.   Global  warming  may  create  a 
catastrophic  situation  world- 
wide. The  Commission  could 

keep  en  on  going  look  »\  this 
an«!  .-.nunc;  vva>»  tings  if  h 
threatens  to  reach  sue'1-! 
r->t  atrophic  proportions;  •  i.e. 
rather  than  a  gradual  increase 


Fri,  Oct  30,  2009  8:46  PM  % 


Find. 


answered  question 


skipped  question 
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10.  Are  there  general  environmental  areas  of  concern  that  you  Download 
feel  need  more  attention,  or  specific  environmental  problems  to  be  solved? 
Is  there  legislation  you  feel  needs  to  be  introduced?  Any  other  comments, 
questions,  suggestions? 

of  several  feet,  a  parabolic 
increase  of  ten  feet  or  more. 


6.  Same  as  above.  We  m  n  ilcf  •».••.- 
io  see  the  Departmenl  prioriii?© 
biocilve!  S'ty  to  i>o  ocjusli;/ 

li;i|JvJi  l?  '  i.  S3  lilt,  ICS',  til  me 

issues  thai  I;  works  on,  am!  hire 
a  City  Biodiversity  Director  to 
contrail  and  make  policy 
recorrjri  lendaiions.  auoss,  the 
City  fumily,  and  to  write 
legislation  to  create  stronger 
protections  for  San  Francisco's 
natural  heritage. 

7.  Does  the 

departmet  it/commission  weigh 
in  on  environmental  effects  of 
city  planning  J^cibions? 


Fri,  Oct  30,2009  1:09  PM 


%  Find. 


Fri,  Oct  30,  2009  12:59  PM     %  Find... 


answered  question  7 
skipped  question  5 
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SAN  FRANCISCO  COMMISION  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT 


BYLAWS 

As  Amended  Through  April  29,  2008 

Article  I  -  Identification 
Article  II  -  Mission  Statement 
Article  III  -  Commission  on  the  Environment 
Article  IV  -  Officers 
Article  V  -  Commission  Staff 
Article  VI  -  Meetings  of  the  Commission 
Article  VII  -  Committees 
Article  VIII  -  Requests  for  Notice  and  Agendas  -  Voting 
Article  IX  -  Parliamentary  Procedures 
Article  X  -  Code  of  Ethics 
Article  XI  -  Amendment  of  Bylaws 


COMMISSION  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT 
BYLAWS 


Article  I  -  Identification 

Section  1 :  Name 

The  Commission  on  the  Environment. 
Section  2:  Office 

The  Commission  on  the  Environment  shall  be  located  at  1 1  Grove  Street, 
San  Francisco,  California,  94102,  or  such  other  address  where  the  Commission  may  be  located 
from  time  to  time.  The  telephone  number  for  the  Commission  is  (415)  355-3709. 

Section  3:  Compliance  with  Applicable  Laws 

The  Commission  shall  comply  with  all  applicable  laws,  including  but  not  limited  to 
the  Ralph  M.  Brown  Act  (Cal.  Government  Code  Section  54950  et  seq.),  the  Political 
Reform  Act  of  1974  (Cal.  Government  Code  Section  81000  et  seq.),  the  San  Francisco 
Charter,  the  San  Francisco  Sunshine  Ordinance  (San  Francisco  Administrative  Code 
Section  67.1  et  seq.),  the  Compensated  Advocacy  and  Officeholder  Accounts  initiative 
(San  Francisco  Administrative  Code  App.  1 1);  and  the  Improper  Government  Activities 
Ordinance,  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code  Section  16.400  et  seq. 

Article  II  -  Mission  Statement 

Section  1 :  The  Commission  on  the  Environment 

The  mission  of  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  is  to  improve,  enhance,  and  preserve 
the  environment;  and  to  promote  San  Francisco's  long-term  environmental  sustainability  as  laid 
out  in  Section  4.1 18  of  the  City  Charter. 

Article  III  -  Commission  on  the  Environment 

Section  1 :  Number 

The  Commission  on  the  Environment  shall  consist  of  seven  members  appointed  by  the 
Mayor,  pursuant  to  Section  4. 1 1 8  of  the  City  Charter. 

Section  2:  Term  of  Appointment 

The  term  of  each  commissioner  shall  be  four  years,  unless  removed  by  the  Mayor,  at  his 
or  her  discretion. 
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Section  3:  Compensation 


Commissioners  shall  serve  without  compensation. 

Section  4:  Oath  of  Public  Office 

Acceptance  of  the  Oath  of  Public  Office  constitutes  the  Commission's  sworn 
responsibility  to  the  public  trust.  Members  are  required  to  serve  well  and  to  faithfully  discharge 
their  duties  and  responsibilities  diligently  and  in  a  manner  consistent  with  the  laws  of  the  City 
and  County  of  San  Francisco,  and  all  applicable  state  and  federal  laws. 

Section  5:  Function 

The  Commission  on  the  Environment  shall  be  responsible  for  the  development  and 
success  of  an  overall  sustainability  strategy  for  the  City  of  San  Francisco.  It  shall  have 
responsibility  for  the  development  of  environmental  policies,  strategies,  practices  and  programs 
for  the  Department  of  the  Environment  in  San  Francisco.  Consistent  with  Section  4.1 18  of  the 
City  Charter,  the  Commission  shall  advise  other  city  agencies  and  work  with  them  to  reduce 
negative  impacts  on  the  environment  in  areas  of  their  jurisdiction  and  activities  and  augment 
their  efforts  to  communicate  environmental  issues  to  the  general  public. 

Section  6:  Duties  and  Responsibilities 

A.       The  Commission  on  the  Environment  shall: 

(1)  Establish  policies  and  directives  for  the  Department  of  the  Environment; 

(2)  Nominate  qualified  candidates  for  the  position  of  Director  of  the  Department  of 
the  Environment  for  appointment  by  the  Mayor  and  evaluate  the  performance  of  the  Director  at 
least  once  a  year; 

(3)  Conduct  public  education  and  outreach  to  the  community  on  environmental 

issues; 

(4)  Have  the  authority  to  review  and  make  recommendations  on  any  policy  proposed 
for  adoption  by  any  City  agency  regarding  conformity  with  the  long-term  plans  for 
environmental  sustainability,  except  for  those  regarding  building  and  land  use; 

(5)  Have  the  authority  to  investigate  and  make  recommendations  to  all  City  agencies 
related  to  operations  and  functions,  such  as  solid  waste  management,  recycling,  energy 
conservation,  natural  resource  conservation,  environmental  inspections,  toxics,  urban  forestry 
and  natural  resources,  habitat  restoration  and  hazardous  materials;  and 

(6)  Review  and  approve  the  Department  of  the  Environment's  budget,  budget 
modifications  or  fund  transfers. 
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B.       The  Department  of  the  Environment  shall: 

(1)  Produce  and  regularly  update  an  assessment  of  San  Francisco's  environmental 
condition; 

(2)  Produce  and  regularly  update  plans  for  the  long-term  environmental  sustainability 
of  San  Francisco;  and 

(3)  Manage  the  environmental  programs,  duties  and  functions  assigned  to  it  pursuant 
to  Section  4.132  of  the  City  Charter,  or  by  ordinance. 

Section  7:  Excused  Absences 

If  a  Commissioner  provides  prior  notification  of  absence  from  Commission  and 
Committee  meetings  to  the  President  of  the  Commission,  then  such  absence  is  considered  an 
excused  absence.  If  no  prior  notice  is  received  by  the  President  or  Secretary  of  the  Commission, 
then  the  minutes  shall  note  that  the  absence  is  unexcused. 

Section  8:  Absence  from  the  State 

Any  member  of  the  Commission  who  plans  to  be  absent  from  the  State  of  California  for 
an  extended  period  shall  notify  the  President  of  the  Commission. 

Article  IV  -  Officers 

Section  1 :  Officers 

The  officers  of  the  Commission  are  a  President  and  Vice-President.  The  President  and 
Vice-President  shall  serve  at  the  pleasure  of  the  Commission. 

Section  2:  Term  of  Office 

The  term  of  each  office  shall  be  one  year. 

Section  3:  Nomination  and  Election  of  Officers 

A.  Elections  for  officers  shall  be  conducted  at  the  regular  meeting  of  the  Commission  in 
January  of  each  year.  At  the  regular  Commission  meeting  held  in  November  of  each  year,  any 
Commissioner  interested  in  running  for  office  shall  state  publicly  his  or  her  interest  and 
willingness  to  run  for  a  specific  office.  Such  Commissioners,  and  any  other  Commissioners 
nominated  at  the  November  meeting,  shall  be  candidates  for  office. 

B.  If  the  office  of  the  President  is  vacated  before  the  expiration  of  a  term,  the  Vice  President 
shall  serve  as  President  until  the  next  regular  meeting.  The  Commission  shall  conduct  an 
election  for  President  at  the  next  regular  meeting  to  fill  the  vacancy.  If  the  Vice  President  is 
elected  as  President,  there  shall  be  an  election  for  a  new  Vice  President  at  that  meeting.  If  the 


3 


office  of  Vice  President  is  vacated  before  the  expiration  of  a  term,  it  shall  remain  vacant  until  the 
next  regular  meeting,  at  which  time  an  election  shall  be  held.  Any  Commissioners  nominated  at 
a  meeting  at  which  a  special  election  is  held  shall  be  candidates  for  office. 

Section  4:  General  Duties  and  Responsibilities  of  the  President 

The  President  shall  preside  at  all  meetings  of  the  Commission.  The  President,  working 
with  the  Commission  Secretary  and  Director  of  the  Department  of  the  Environment,  shall 
oversee  the  preparation  and  distribution  of  the  agenda  for  all  regular  Commission  meetings.  The 
President  shall  be  accountable  to  the  Commission  as  a  whole  in  setting  policy  and  shall  also 
perform  such  other  duties  as  may  be  assigned  by  the  Commission.  The  President  (and/or  his/her 
designee)  shall  serve  as  the  liaison  to  the  media  and  the  other  departments,  agencies  and 
commissions  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  as  necessary. 

Section  5:  General  Duties  and  Responsibilities  of  the  Vice-President 

The  Vice-President  shall  perform  the  duties  and  responsibilities  that  may  be  delegated  by 
the  President.  In  the  absence  or  disability  of  the  President,  the  Vice-President  shall  perform  the 
duties  as  described  above,  in  Section  4  of  this  article. 

Article  V  -  Commission  Staff 

Section  1 :  Director 

The  Director  is  appointed  by  the  Mayor,  from  a  list  of  candidates  proposed  for  his  or  her 
consideration  by  the  Commission.  The  Director  serves  as  the  chief  executive  and  administrator 
of  the  Department  of  the  Environment  and  shall  have  the  duties  and  powers  which  are  set  forth  in 
the  Charter  and  ordinances  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  including  those  duties  set 
forth  above,  in  Section  6(B)  of  Article  III.  The  Director  shall  attend  all  meetings  of  the 
Commission.  The  Director  shall  report  on  all  matters  regarding  the  Department  of  the 
Environment  which  are  of  concern  to  the  Commission. 

Section  2:  Commission  Secretary 

The  staff  of  the  Department  of  the  Environment  shall  include  a  Commission  Secretary, 
who  is  hired  by  the  Commission.  The  Commission  Secretary  shall  attend  all  meetings  of  the 
Commission.  Under  the  supervision  of  the  President,  which  supervision  may  be  delegated  to  the 
Director,  the  Commission  Secretary  is  responsible  for  the  proper  recording  and  distribution  of  all 
Commission  actions,  correspondence,  and  agendas,  and  ensuring  that  the  Commission  meetings 
are  properly  publicly  noticed  and  held  at  locations  which  are  accessible  to  persons  with 
disabilities.  The  Commission  Secretary  shall  also  perform  such  other  duties  as  may  be  assigned 
by  the  Commission  and  Director,  including  but  not  limited  to:  conducting  research,  assisting 
committee  chairs  and  officers,  making  recommendations  on  assigned  projects,  answering 
questions  from  the  public  about  Commission  activities  and  procedures,  helping  Department  staff 
prepare  for  presentations  before  the  Commission,  and  representing  the  Commission  and 
Department  at  public  gatherings,  as  appropriate. 


Section  3:  Legal  Advisor 


The  City  Attorney,  or  his  or  her  designee,  shall  be  the  legal  advisor  to  the  Commission. 
If  the  City  Attorney  determines  in  writing  that  he  or  she  cannot,  consistent  with  the  Rules  of 
Professional  Conduct,  provide  advice  sought  by  the  Commission,  the  City  Attorney  may 
recommend  that  the  Commission  retain  outside  counsel. 

Article  VI  -  Meetings  of  the  Commission 

Section  1 :  Quorum 

At  all  meetings  of  the  full  Commission,  the  presence  of  a  majority  of  the  members  shall 
constitute  a  quorum  for  all  purposes.  The  affirmative  vote  of  a  majority  of  the  members  shall  be 
required  for  the  approval  of  any  matter,  regardless  of  the  number  of  vacancies  on  the 
Commission  or  number  of  members  present  at  the  meeting.  Based  on  a  membership  of  seven, 
four  members  constitute  a  quorum.  Likewise,  four  affirmative  votes  are  required  for  the 
approval  of  any  matter. 

Section  2:  Voting  and  Abstention 

Each  member  present  at  a  Commission  meeting  shall  vote  "yes"  or  "no"  when  a  question  is  put, 
unless  excused  from  voting  by  a  motion  adopted  by  a  majority  of  the  members  present,  or  unless  the 
member  has  a  conflict  of  interest  which  legally  precludes  participation  in  the  vote.  Whether  a 
Commissioner  has  a  conflict  of  interest  which  precludes  participation  in  a  vote  is  determined  on  a  case 
by  case  basis  and,  to  the  extent  possible,  in  consultation  with  a  legal  advisor  from  the  City  Attorney's 
office. 

Section  3:  Public  Participation 

The  Commission  shall  hold  meetings  open  to  the  public  and  encourage  the  participation  of 
interested  persons.  Each  person  wishing  to  speak  on  an  item  before  the  Commission  shall  be  permitted 
to  be  heard  once  for  up  to  three  minutes.  Time  limits  shall  be  applied  uniformly  to  members  of  the 
public  wishing  to  testify.  The  total  time  for  public  comments  may  be  limited  by  the  President  in  a 
manner  consistent  with  the  San  Francisco  Sunshine  Ordinance.  Each  agenda  for  regular  meetings  shall 
provide  an  opportunity  for  members  of  the  public  to  directly  address  the  Commission  on  items  of 
interest  to  the  public  that  are  within  the  Commission's  jurisdiction.  The  Public  Comment  opportunity 
shall  appear  on  the  agenda  after  "New  Business";  except  that,  at  the  President's  discretion,  the  Public 
Comment  can  be  heard  earlier  in  the  agenda. 

Speakers  at  Commission  meetings  are  requested,  but  not  required,  to  identify  themselves  and 
fill  out  cards  placed  near  the  public  microphone.  The  information  is  used  to  help  prepare  the  minutes 
of  the  meeting. 

Speakers  must  address  the  Commission  from  the  podium.  The  Commission  will  not  tolerate 
disruptive  or  inappropriate  conduct.  The  President  or  presiding  officer  shall  order  removed  from  the 
meeting  room  any  person  who  engages  in  such  conduct  or  interrupts  the  orderly  course  of  the  meeting. 


Section  4:  Audio  Recordation 


Each  meeting  of  the  Commission,  including  any  closed  session,  shall  be  audio  recorded. 

Section  5:  Meeting  Minutes 

Minutes  shall  be  taken  at  every  regular  and  special  Commission,  shall  be  available  to  the 
public  as  required  by  law,  and  shall  be  approved  by  the  majority  vote  of  the  Commission. 

If  provided  by  the  public  commenter,  written  summaries  of  public  comments  that  are  150 
words  or  less  will  be  appended  to  the  minutes.  The  minutes  will  clearly  state  that  such 
comments  are  public  comments  and  do  not  represent  the  comments  of  the  Commission,  the 
Department,  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  or  any  employee  or  agency  thereof. 

Section  6:  Regular  Meetings 

Beginning  November  2004  the  regular  Commission  meetings  shall  be  held  bi-monthly  on 
the  fourth  Tuesday  of  January,  March,  May,  July,  September  and  November  at  5:00  p.m.,  except 
in  the  case  of  a  City-recognized  holiday,  when  the  meeting  shall  be  held  on  the  first  following 
Tuesday.  Meetings  shall  be  held  at  City  Hall,  1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett,  Jr.  Place,  Room  416,  in 
the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco.  This  information  shall  be  posted  on  the  Commission's 
website. 

Section  7:  Special  Meetings 

The  President  of  the  Commission  may  call  special  meetings  to  address  specific  matters. 

Section  8:  Closed  Sessions 

The  Commission  is  authorized  to  hold  closed  (non-public)  sessions  at  regular  and  special 
meetings  for  purposes  of  confidential  discussions,  such  as  the  discussion  of  job  performance,  or 
dismissal  of  employees,  or  pending  litigation.  Upon  consultation  with  a  legal  advisor  from  the 
City  Attorney's  office,  and  the  determination  that  a  closed  session  is  both  authorized  and 
appropriate  under  the  circumstances,  the  President  of  the  Commission  may  call  for  a  closed 
session.  Appropriate  notice  shall  be  given  of  all  closed  sessions. 

Section  9:  Agenda  Preparation 

The  agenda  for  meetings  is  prepared  through  the  joint  effort  of  the  President,  the  Director 
of  the  Department  of  the  Environment,  and  the  Commission  Secretary.  The  Commission 
Secretary  shall  work  with  the  President,  committee  Chairs,  Director  and  the  Commission's  legal 
advisor  to  develop  the  agenda.  The  agenda  shall  consist  of  items  requested  by  the  President,  the 
Director  or  the  Commission.  The  agenda  shall  contain  form  language  required  by  law. 

The  agenda  shall  refer  to  explanatory  public  documents  that  have  been  provided  to  the 
Commissioners  prior  to  the  preparation  of  the  agenda,  and  shall  state  that  the  documents  are 


available  for  public  inspection  at  the  Department's  office  during  normal  office  hours. 
Explanatory  documents  of  one  page  or  less  shall  be  posted  with  the  agenda. 

Section  10:  Mailing  and  Posting  of  Agendas  for  Regular  and  Special  Meetings  of  the 
Commission 

Notices  and  agendas  of  all  regular  and  special  Commission  meetings  shall  be  posted  at 
the  San  Francisco  Main  Library  Government  Information  Center,  the  meeting  site,  the 
Commission's  website,  the  Department's  office  and  mailed  to  each  Commissioner  and  any 
person  who  files  a  written  request  for  such  notice  with  the  Commission.  Agendas  for  regular 
meetings  shall  be  mailed  and  posted  at  least  72  hours  before  the  meeting. 

Section  1 1 :  Special  Meeting  at  Alternative  Location 

In  the  case  of  a  special  meeting  held  at  a  location  other  than  the  regular  Commission 
meeting  place,  notice  (but  not  the  agenda)  shall  be  given  in  the  manner  stated  in  section  10 
above,  1 5  days  before  the  meeting.  Agendas  for  a  special  meeting  at  an  alternative  location  shall 
be  given  in  the  manner  stated  in  section  1 0  above. 

Section  12:  Cancellation,  Continuing  or  Rescheduling  Meetings 

Notice  of  a  cancellation,  continuance  or  rescheduling  will  be  provided  to  the  public  as 
soon  as  reasonably  possible.  The  notice  shall  be  posted  at  the  San  Francisco  Main  Library 
Government  information  Center,  at  the  meeting  site  and  on  the  Commission's  website.  If  time 
permits,  notice  of  the  meeting  change  shall  be  provided  to  any  person  who  files  a  written  request 
for  such  notice  with  the  Commission. 

Article  VII  -  Committees 

Section  1 :  Membership  of  Committees 

Committee  members  shall  be  appointed  by  the  President  of  the  Commission  for  one-year 
terms.  Each  committee  shall  have  no  more  than  three  members. 

Section  2:  Committee  Chairs 

It  is  the  policy  of  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  to  appoint  individual 
Commissioners  to  perform  specific  tasks  or  functions  related  to  matters  which  are  brought  before 
the  Commission  for  action.  The  President  may  appoint  individual  Commissioners  to  serve  as 
Committee  Chair  for  a  specified  period  of  time. 

Section  3 :  Committee  Meetings 

Committees  shall  meet  at  regularly  scheduled  times  and  places,  as  established  by 
resolution  or  motion  of  the  Commission.  Meeting  times  shall  be  posted  on  the  Commission's 
website.  Agendas  of  committee  meetings  shall  be  noticed  in  accordance  with  Article  VI  sections 
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(9)  and  (10).  Committee  meetings  will  be  generally  conducted  in  the  same  manner  as  regular 
Commission  meetings  pursuant  to  Article  VI  sections  (2)  (3),  (7),  (8) ,  (11),  and  (12). 

Section  4:  Committee  Quorum 

A  majority  of  the  members  of  a  committee  shall  constitute  a  quorum.  The  affirmative 
vote  of  the  majority  of  the  members  shall  be  required  for  the  approval  of  any  matter,  regardless 
of  the  number  of  vacancies  on  the  committee  or  number  of  members  present  at  the  meeting. 

Section  5:  Minutes 

Minutes  for  committee  meetings  will  reflect  the  time  the  meeting  was  called  to  order  and 
adjourned,  the  names  of  members  attending  the  meeting,  the  roll  call  vote  on  each  action  item 
considered  at  the  meeting,  and  any  other  items  necessary  for  preserving  a  record  of  the  meeting. 
Minutes  shall  be  approved  by  a  majority  vote  of  the  committee. 

Section  6:  Standing  Committees 

The  Commission  shall  have  two  standing  committees:  (1)  Operations,  and  (2)  Policy. 
Each  committee  shall  have  three  members. 

Section  7:  Operations  Committee 

The  Operations  Committee  shall  meet  on  the  third  Wednesday  of  January,  April,  July, 
and  October  at  5:00  p.m.  at  1 1  Grove  Street  in  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco.  The 
Operations  Committee  shall  have  general  responsibility  for  the  budget,  financial  planning  and 
operations  of  the  Department  of  the  Environment.  This  Committee  shall  work  with  the  Director 
and  make  recommendations  to  the  Commission  for  the  financial  well-being  and  effective 
administration  of  the  Department's  programs  and  activities,  including  the  management  of 
environmental  programs,  duties,  and  functions  which  have  been  assigned  to  the  Department 
pursuant  to  Section  4. 1 1 8  of  the  City  Charter  or  by  ordinance.  This  Committee  shall  also 
oversee  the  public  education  and  outreach  to  the  community  on  environmental  issues  and  address 
issues  regarding  the  environmental  well-being  of  the  City. 

Section  8:  Policy  Committee 

The  Policy  Committee  shall  meet  on  the  second  Monday  of  each  month  at  5:00  p.m.  with 
the  exception  of  October  when  the  Policy  Committee  will  meet  on  the  fourth  Monday  at  5:00 
p.m.  Meetings  will  be  held  in  Room  421,  City  Hall,  One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Jr.  Place  in  the 
City  and  County  of  San  Francisco.  This  information  shall  be  posted  on  the  Department  of  the 
Environment's  website.  The  Policy  Committee  shall  have  general  responsibility  for  and  oversee 
the  long-term  planning  and  policy  development  activities  of  the  Department  of  the  Environment, 
including  the  Department's  assessment  of  San  Francisco's  environmental  conditions,  the 
development  and  update  of  plans  for  the  long-term  environmental  sustainability  of  San 
Francisco,  and  the  review  and  development  of  recommendations  on  any  policy  proposed  for 
adoption  by  any  City  agency  regarding  conformity  with  the  long-term  plans  for  environmental 
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sustainability.  Specifically,  the  Policy  Committee  will  focus  on  developing  a  plan  for  San 
Francisco  to  achieve  the  goal  of  zero  waste  to  landfill  by  year  2020,  and  will  explore  resource 
conservation  opportunities  in  the  areas  of  water  and  toxins  reduction.  Furthermore,  the  Policy 
Committee  shall  work  with  the  Operations  Committee  and  the  Director  of  the  Department  of  the 
Environment,  to  develop  recommendations  regarding  restructuring  of  environmental  programs 
and  activities  among  the  City  agencies  and  departments. 

Section  9:  Other  Committees 

The  Commission  and/or  the  President,  at  his  or  her  discretion,  may  establish  other 
committees  or  task  forces  on  an  ad-hoc  basis  to  perform  tasks  or  functions  as  necessary,  or  to 
address  issues  outside  the  purview  of  the  standing  committees. 

Article  VIII  -  Requests  for  Notice  and  Agendas 

A  request  from  a  member  of  the  media  or  public  to  receive  notices,  agendas,  or  agenda 
packets  for  Commission  or  committee  meetings  must  be  in  writing  and  specify  what  the  person 
would  like  to  receive  and  whether  notice  by  email  is  preferred.  Such  requests  will  be  valid  until 
the  following  January.  In  January  of  each  year,  the  Commission  will  ask  each  person  on  the  list 
to  re-affirm  their  desire  to  stay  on  the  list  for  another  year  through  a  notice  on  the  Commission's 
January  agenda. 

Article  IX  -  Parliamentary  Procedures 

At  the  discretion  of  the  President  of  the  Commission  or  the  committee  Chair,  and  except  where 
the  Charter  or  other  rules  provide  to  the  contrary,  meetings  shall  be  governed  by  Robert's  Rules  of 
Order. 

Article  X  -  Codes  of  Ethics 

In  accepting  the  Oath  of  Office,  Commissioners  shall  maintain  the  highest  standards  of 
professional  and  personal  conduct.  They  shall  support  the  mission,  goals  and  objectives  of  the  San 
Francisco's  Commission  on  the  Environment;  instill  in  the  public  a  sense  of  confidence  about  the 
Commissions'  conduct  and  intentions;  uphold  all  laws  and  regulations;  refrain  from  using  their  official 
positions  to  secure  special  advantage  or  benefit  for  themselves  or  others. 


In  order  to  set  the  highest  standards  of  conduct,  and  in  order  to  assure  public  confidence 
in  the  Commission's  operations,  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  commits  itself  to: 

*  Encouraging  and  promoting  integrity  in  government  by  education  and  example; 

*  Being  accountable  for  its  rules  of  procedure  and  decisions,  and  promoting  accountability 
of  all  members  of  the  Commission  and  Department  staff; 

*  Treating  all  Department  staff,  members  of  the  public,  and  colleagues  with  courtesy, 
respect,  objectivity,  and  fairness; 
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*  Conducting  all  Commission  business  in  a  timely  manner  and  in  public  meetings,  with  full 
disclosure  of  policies,  procedures,  and  decision-making  processes,  except  for  those  matters 
authorized  under  the  Brown  Act  and  the  San  Francisco  Sunshine  Ordinance  to  be  considered  in 
closed  session;  and 

*  Reviewing  its  actions,  recommendations,  and  procedures  periodically  to  determine 
whether  the  Commission  has  adhered  to  its  Code  of  Ethics  and  mission  in  all  respects. 

Article  XI  -  Amendment  of  Bylaws 

These  bylaws  shall  be  reviewed  as  necessary  and  may  be  amended  at  any  meeting  of  the 
Commission  by  a  majority  vote,  provided  such  proposed  amendments  are  circulated  in  writing  to 
all  Commissioners  and  the  intent  to  revise  the  bylaws  is  noticed  to  the  public  at  least  ten  (10) 
days  prior  to  such  meeting. 
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City  Hall,  Room  421 
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Coerce 


SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


COMMITTEE  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Johanna  Wald  (Chair),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice-Chair), 
Angelo  King 


ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 


1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call.  The  Policy  Committee  meeting  convened  at  5:01  p.m.  Present: 
Commissioners  Wald,  Gravanis,  and  King  (5:05  p.m.)  Acting  Director  Assmann  and  Monica  Fish, 
Commission  Secretary,  were  present  for  this  meeting. 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  May  10,  2010  Policy  Committee  Regular  Meeting.  (Discussion  and 
Action)  Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Wald  and  second  by  Commissioner  Gravanis,  the  May  10, 
2010  Meeting  Minutes  were  approved.  (AYES:  Commissioners  Wald  and  Gravanis;  Absent: 
Commissioner  King)  (Explanatory  Document:  May  10,  2010  Draft  and  Approved  Minutes) 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  were  no  members  of  the  public  present 


4.  Review  of  Responses  from  Environmental  Organizations  to  the  Commission  on  the 

Environment's  Outreach  Survey.  (Continued  from  the  March  8,  2010  meeting.)  The  Committee  may 
make  recommendations  for  a  follow-up  to  the  survey  and  may  refer  this  item  to  the  Commission  for 
consideration.  (Explanatory  Documents:  Commission  Survey  to  Environmental  Organizations, 
Summary  of  Responses,  and  Individual  Responses)  Sponsor:  Commissioner  Jane  MarieFrancis  Martin 
(Discussion  and  Possible  Action) 

Commissioner  King  joined  the  meeting  during  this  agenda  item. 


at  this  time. 
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Commissioner  Gravanis  reported  that  twelve  responses  had  been  received  from 
environmental  organizations  to  the  outreach  survey.  The  groups  that  stated  that  they  do 
not  receive  meeting  agendas  and  were  unaware  of  Commission  meetings  had  been 
added  to  the  agenda  mailing  list.  A  request  was  made  to  inquire  with  Ms.  Walsh, 
Department  of  the  Environment  Outreach  Specialist,  about  the  number  of  organizations 
that  were  polled  and  request  a  better-quality  copy  of  individual  responses.  Acting 
Director  Assmann  and  Commissioners  suggested  creating  a  more  current  list  of 
environmental  organizations  that  would  include  their  area  of  interest/expertise  and 
contact  information.  This  list  would  be  added  to  the  Department's  website  and 
maintained  by  staff.  Acting  Director  Assmann  stated  that  he  would  assign  the 
EnvironmentNow  staff  during  their  phone-bank  to  survey  environmental  organizations 
and  random  households  about  what  is  the  most  specific  most  pressing  environmental 
issue  coming  up  in  the  next  eighteen  months  that  should  get  more  attention  and  provide 
examples  of  possibilities.  A  suggestion  was  made  to  include  neighborhood,  religious 
and  service  organizations  in  the  survey  calls. 

A  discussion  was  held  on  how  to  engage  environmental  organizations  in  Commission 
work  and  meetings  in  order  to  be  more  relevant  and  rally  more  participation  through 
selection  of  relevant  issues.  Commissioner  King  stated  that  organizations  may  not 
attend  meetings  because  they  are  not  being  funded  by  the  Department.  He  stated  that 
many  issues  being  worked  on  do  cross  over  with  environmental  organization  activities, 
but  they  do  not  see  the  need  to  attend  meetings. 

Commissioner  Wald  suggested  that  staff  contact  environmental  organizations  when 
agenda  topics  that  fall  within  their  area  of  interest  are  selected  and  state  that  the 
Commission  is  requesting  their  input.  Commissioner  King  noted  that  people  are  not 
coming  to  the  Commission  for  support  of  environmental  issues  that  are  presented  to  the 
Board  of  Supervisors.  They  go  to  other  Commissions  that  are  not  involved  in 
environmental  issues.  Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  some  groups  have  asked  the 
Commission  for  their  endorsement,  e.g.,  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Beach  Chalet  soccer 
field-artificial  turf  proposal,  the  mammal  care  facility,  etc. 

Commissioner  Wald  suggested  that  the  Policy  Committee  hold  meetings  in  different 
neighborhoods  and  set  up  a  schedule  of  meetings  in  one  particular  neighborhood  so  that 
residents  can  be  aware  ahead  of  time  when  meetings  are  scheduled.  Commissioner 
Gravanis  stressed  the  importance  of  holding  more  meaningful  public  comment  sessions 
in  order  to  see  what  people  want  the  Commission  to  work  on.  A  discussion  was  held  on 
the  possibility  of  holding  the  next  neighborhood  meeting  at  the  southeast  sector  Herons 
Head  Eco  Center.  Acting  Director  Assmann  stressed  the  importance  of  having  outreach 
to  the  neighborhood  well  in  advance  of  meetings.  Commissioner  King  suggested  topics 
of  discussion  that  may  be  relevant  to  the  neighborhood  and  citywide  that  include  (1)  the 
cleanup  of  the  Hunters  Point  Shipyard,  (2)  reconfiguration  of  the  sewage  plant,  (3)  a 
proposal  for  the  land  that  was  formerly  the  power  plant;  (4)  green  technology  and  land- 
uses  in  the  shipyard;  (5)  local  hiring  in  any  project  should  be  part  of  LEED 
certification/credits;  (6)  energy  efficiency  and  green  jobs;  and  (7)  Emerald  Cities.  It  was 
suggested  that  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  and  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities 
speakers  attend  the  meeting  in  the  southeast  sector.  Commissioner  King  also  noted  the 


11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
(415)  355-3700  environment@sfgov.org 


SFEnvironment.org 


Printed  on  100%  post  consumer  recycled  paper,  processed  chlorine-free 


Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee 
June  14,  2010  Draft  Minutes 
Page  3 

importance  of  securing  speakers  to  Commission  meetings  that  are  involved  in  workforce 
development  and  green  jobs. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  supported  the  suggestion  to  include  local  hiring  in  LEED  as  well 
as  in  other  rating  systems  such  as  Bay  Friendly,  Sustainable  Sites  and  GreenPoint 
Rated.  Acting  Director  Assmann  suggested  that  a  Resolution  be  prepared 
recommending  changes  related  to  local  hiring.  Commissioner  King  stated  that  local 
hiring  is  an  environmental  issue  because  it  puts  less  strain  on  traffic,  less  reliance  on 
cars,  and  provides  an  opportunity  for  public  transportation.  Commissioner  Wald  asked 
that  the  local  hiring  topic  be  discussed  at  a  future  Policy  Committee  meeting  and  then 
the  Commission. 


Commissioners  stated  that  this  agenda  item  would  be  discussed  further  after  responses 
are  received  to  the  phone  survey  and  a  current  list  of  environmental  groups  is  created. 
Future  agenda  items  would  include  holding  a  meeting  in  the  southeast  sector  and  local 
hiring  as  part  of  LEED  certification/credits. 

Public  Comment:  Mr.  Blake  Rainville,  interested  citizen,  suggested  a  focus  on  the 
Build  It  Green  rating  system  for  local  hiring  instead  of  LEED  because  it  has  a  big 
grassroots  following  and  would  be  promoting  more  of  a  local  aspect,  even  though  LEED 
is  a  nationally  recognized  rating  that  is  providing  a  lot  of  recognition  for  San  Francisco. 
Acting  Director  Assmann  stated  that  recommendations  could  be  made  for  all  systems. 

5.  Policy  Committee  Strategic  Planning  Discussion.  The  Committee  will  discuss  short- 
and  long-term  meeting  planning  in  the  light  of  the  Bylaws  provision  (Article  VII,  Section 
8)  regarding  the  Committee's  responsibilities.  (Explanatory  Document:  Commission  on 
the  Environment  Bylaws,  Article  VII,  Section  8  Reference  Document.)  Sponsor: 
Commissioner  Ruth  Gravanis  (Discussion) 

Commissioner  Gravanis  distributed  copies  of  the  Commission  on  the  Environment 
Bylaws,  Article  VII,  Section  8,  reference  document  for  Committee  discussion  and 
proposed  that  the  Committee  discuss  whether  it  is  necessary  to  update  the  Bylaws  as  it 
applies  to  the  Policy  and  Operations  Committees  responsibilities.  In  reference  to  the 
Bylaws  references  to~ 

•    "The  Department's  assessment  of  San  Francisco's  environmental  conditions". 
Commissioner  Wald  discussed  preparation  of  a  report  card  of  environmental 
conditions  and  suggested  that  it  be  maintained  in  the  Bylaws  language.  She  stated 
that  a  report  card  should  be  worked  on  to  tell  people  what  the  Department  and 
Commission  are  doing  for  them,  what  is  the  value  of  the  Department  in  the  context  of 
other  City  departments?  Acting  Director  Assmann  stated  that  the  report  card  would 
show  how  much  other  departments  have  saved  as  a  result  of  the  department's  work. 
Acting  Director  Assmann  suggested  referencing  report  card  examples  from  other 
cities. 


"The  development  and  update  of  plans  for  the  long-term  environmental  sustainability 
of  San  Francisco."  There  is  a  sustainability  plan.  Does  the  Commission  see  it  as 
their  job  to  update  it?  It  was  suggested  that  long-term  environmental  sustainability 
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be  changed  or  add  the  word  strategic  plan  to  this  section.  Acting  Director  Assmann 
suggested  "development  and  update  of  the  strategic  plan."  Commissioner  Gravanis 
stated  that  a  sustainability  plan  is  needed  to  guide  the  three-year  strategic  plan. 
Acting  Director  Assmann  suggested  having  a  two-part  strategic  plan — one  with 
assured  funding  and  one  for  aspirational  funding.  Commissioner  Gravanis  suggested 
adding  the  necessity  for  an  advanced  discussion  of  strategic  planning. 

•  "The  review  and  development  of  recommendations  on  any  policy  proposed  for 
adoption  by  a  City  agency  regarding  conformity  with  the  long-term  plans  for 
environmental  sustainability."  Is  that  something  the  Commission  should  be  involved 
in  or  oversee  staff  to  do?  Language  suggested  ""Review  and  development  of 
recommendations  on  environmental  policies  within  the  purview  of  the  Department 
that  comes  from  the  Mayor,  Board  of  Supervisors  or  individual  members." 

•  "Developing  a  plan  for  San  Francisco  to  achieve  the  goal  of  zero  waste  to  landfill  by 
year  2020."  Acting  Director  Assmann  stated  that  zero  waste  still  has  to  be  worked 
on  to  reach  the  additional  15-20%  diversion.  He  stated  that  zero  waste  does  not 
have  to  be  specifically  listed  and  suggested  saying  "the  program  areas  that  the 
department  is  working  on  including  but  not  limited  to." 

•  "Explore  resource  conservation  opportunities  in  the  areas  of  water  and  toxins 
reduction."  Should  toxins  reduction  be  under  resource  conservation?  Acting  Director 
Assmann  stated  that  zero  waste,  water  and  toxins  is  not  reflective  of  the  range  of 
issues  that  the  Department  currently  works  on  and  suggested  updating  the  Bylaws  to 
list  the  Department's  nine  program  areas.  Commissioner  Wald  suggested  that  the 
language  state  "priority  programs  of  the  Department."  Commissioner  Gravanis 
stated  that  language  should  be  consistent  with  the  Charter.  Commissioner  Wald 
stated  that  if  the  Commission's  responsibilities  are  listed  in  the  Charter,  it  would  not 
have  to  be  repeated.  She  suggested  "The  Policy  Committee  will  focus  on  and 
provide  advice  on  the  priority  areas  that  the  Department  has  identified  in  consultation 
with  the  Commission." 

•  "Develop  recommendations  regarding  restructuring  of  environmental  programs  and 
activities  among  the  City  agencies  and  departments."  Does  the  Commission  want  to 
be  involved  in  restructuring  environmental  programs  among  city  agencies  and 
departments — is  that  Commission's  goal?  Commissioner  Wald  stated  that  she  is 
worried  about  relationships  with  other  departments.  Language  was  suggested  that 
states  "The  Policy  Committee  shall  work  with  other  city  agencies  and  departments  to 
promote  environmental  programs  and  activities." 

•  "The  Operations  Committee  shall  also  oversee  the  public  education  and  outreach  to 
the  community  on  environmental  issues  and  address  issues  regarding  the 
environmental  well-being  of  the  City."  If  the  Operations  Committee  is  supposed  to  be 
overseeing  public  education  and  outreach  and  addressing  environmental  well  being, 
how  to  make  sure  that  both  the  Policy  and  Operations  Committee  are  not  duplicating 
efforts  or  not  addressing  certain  issues. 
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Commissioner  King  stated  that  he  sees  the  Operations  Committee  as  the  body  that 
reviews  internal  activities  within  the  Department,  and  the  Policy  Committee  as  being 
focused  on  the  rest  of  the  City.  He  stated  that  he  is  unclear  of  the  Commission's  role  in 
governance  over  the  Department  itself,  and  asked  whether  there  should  be  a  Committee 
that  reviews  the  internal  activities  of  the  Department.  Acting  Director  Assmann  reported 
that  the  Operations  Committee  reviews  internal  Department  activities  such  as  budget, 
grants,  the  Department's  functions  and  operation,  and  evaluates  the  Director's 
performance.  He  stated  that  the  Department  should  be  relaying  its  activities,  work,  and 
priorities  more  to  the  Committee  and  should  be  consulting  with  the  Committee  in  the 
beginning  of  the  grant  process  instead  of  when  approval  is  being  sought. 
Commissioners  King  and  Wald  requested  information  on  stimulus  funding  that  was 
received  by  the  Department  (amount  received  and  program/program  area  assignment). 
Acting  Director  Assmann  stated  that  the  Department  was  successful  and  received  a 
number  of  rewards  that  a  list  could  be  prepared  for. 

Acting  Director  Assmann  discussed  establishing  a  proactive  approach  for  seeking 
funding  for  work  priorities  and  relating  the  Strategic  Plan  to  funding  that  are  not  yet 
funded.  He  explained  that  legislative  planning  and  policy  development  priorities  should 
be  driving  funding  and  resource  allocation.  He  stated  that  this  could  be  worked  on  when 
the  new  Director  comes  on  board.  Commissioner  Gravanis  suggested  asking  the 
Operations  Committee  if  they  would  want  to  relinquish  public  outreach  and  education 
and  strengthen  what  they  do  for  budget,  financial  planning,  administration  and 
management  of  program  operations  of  the  Department.  Acting  Director  Assmann  stated 
that  the  Policy  Committee  should  establish  priorities  that  translate  to  what  happens 
operationally. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  the  Policy  and  Operations  Committees  should  work 
together,  but  there  is  no  structure  for  doing  so.  A  joint  meeting  would  constitute  a 
Commission  meeting  which  would  not  be  the  appropriate  body  for  this  type  of 
discussion.  She  suggested  that  a  Working  Group  be  established  consisting  of  one 
member  of  each  Committee  that  meets  with  the  Director  to  make  recommendations  to 
the  Commission. 

This  agenda  item  will  be  continued  to  a  future  meeting. 

6.  Report  on  Earth  Day  Breakfast  (Coordination,  Funding,  and  Allocation  of  Staff 
Time)  and  consideration  of  future  funding  options.  Sponsor:  Commissioner  Ruth 
Gravanis;  Speaker:  Acting  Director  David  Assmann  (Informational  Report  and 
Discussion) 

Commissioner  Gravanis  requested  a  report  on  funding  and  allocation  of  department 
resources  to  the  Earth  Day  breakfast  event.  Acting  Director  Assmann  reported  that  the 
event  cost  $26,000  this  year  and  was  entirely  funded  by  event  sponsors  with  the 
exception  of  in-kind  department  staff  time,  e.g.,  the  School  Education  team, 
Management  Assistant,  and  40-50  people  working  at  the  event.  He  reported  that  in 
order  to  insure  the  appearance  of  the  current  Mayor,  the  event  has  to  be  held  in  City 
Hall.  The  cost  of  the  City  Hall  room  and  set-up  is  approximately  $12,000,  the  caterer 
$10,000,  and  there  are  additional  expenses  as  well.  If  there  are  300  people  attending, 
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the  cost  would  be  approximately  $100  per  person.  He  stated  that  it  may  be  possible  to 
reduce  the  cost  to  $20,000  by  reducing  food  expenditure,  but  not  lower  if  the  same 
venue  were  to  be  maintained.  Acting  Director  Assmann  stated  that  he  does  not  want  to 
charge  people  because  the  people  that  you  may  want  to  be  there  may  not  attend. 

A  discussion  was  held  on  having  less  emphasis  and  speaker  time  for  corporate 
sponsors  and  more  emphasis  on  the  certified  green  business  program  and  department 
accomplishments.  Acting  Director  Assmann  suggested  establishing  benchmarks  for 
environmental  achievement  before  one  can  become  a  sponsor  so  that  recognition  can 
be  given  more  to  these  companies  as  opposed  to  funding  criteria.  Commissioner  Wald 
suggested  setting  up  different  levels  of  sponsors  that  could  include  environmental 
conditions  and  terms  to  those  levels.  For  example,  if  you  give  $10,000,  it  is  a  basic 
sponsorship.  If  you  give  $20,000  or  $10,000  and  you  have  done  the  following  things, 
then  you  can  be  a  different  type  of  sponsor.  Another  alternative  discussed  was  to 
recognize  contributors,  but  not  offer  speaker  time.  Acting  Director  Assmann  stated  that 
it  would  make  sense  to  honor  green  businesses  at  a  breakfast  instead  of  a  separate 
ceremony  as  has  been  done  in  the  past.  It  was  agreed  that  for  next  year's  Earth  Day 
breakfast,  corporate  sponsors  would  not  be  asked  to  speak,  criteria  would  be  set  for 
sponsorship,  there  would  be  green  business  recognition,  and  Department  and  Mayoral 
accomplishments  would  be  promoted. 

Public  Comment:  Mr.  Blake  Rainville,  interested  citizen,  stated  that  companies  that 
contribute  more  have  more  funding  for  environmental  projects  while  smaller  companies 
may  not  receive  that  level  of  funding  but  are  doing  things  that  are  more  incredible.  He 
suggested  that  recognition  be  based  on  a  tier  environmental  giveback  basis,  and  that 
community  leaders  that  are  making  miracles  happen  with  no  funding  have  more  speaker 
time,  while  others  who  may  be  larger  contributors  but  not  doing  as  much 
environmentally,  be  advertised  at  each  table  but  not  have  as  much  time  to  speak.  He 
suggested  researching  a  venue  outside  of  City  Hall,  e.g.  buildings  in  San  Francisco  that 
are  not  being  used  that  building  owners  may  benefit  the  use  of  space  from  or  more 
reasonably  priced  buildings  on  Market  Street. 

7.  Director's  Updates.  Speaker:  David  Assmann,  Acting  Director  (Informational  Report 
and  Discussion)  Acting  Director  Assmann  reported  (1)  on  the  increase  in  the 
Department's  workforce  and  need  for  additional  workspace  and  possible  solutions.  He 
discussed  setting  up  conference  room  space  at  the  1 1  Grove  basement,  turning  first 
floor  conference  room  space  into  workstations,  the  conversion  of  the  third  floor 
conference  room  into  workspace  for  seven  staff,  and  the  need  to  make  more  efficient 
use  of  current  workspace;  (2)  announced  that  the  Department  budget  meeting  is 
scheduled  for  Thursday,  June  17  at  the  Board  of  Supervisors.  A  draft  Budget  Analyst 
report  has  been  received  and  recommendations  are  acceptable;  and  (3)  Mayor  is 
scheduled  to  hold  interviews  for  the  new  Department  Director  this  week. 


8.  Announcements.  (Discussion)  Acting  Director  Assmann  announced  that  the 

Department  has  had  a  number  of  positions  open  this  year,  and  that  since  January,  over 
1500  applications  have  been  received  collectively.  Commissioner  Gravanis  announced 
that  there  is  a  stewardship  work  party  on  Yerba  Buena  Island  on  Saturday,  June  26th, 
from  9-12:30  p.m.  She  suggested  planning  another  Department/Commission  retreat  to 
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pull  weeds.  She  stated  that  she  has  been  working  with  the  Mayor's  Office  to  form  a 
relationship  with  the  Treasure  Island  Development  Authority  to  have  ongoing 
stewardship  programs  there  in  advance  of  when  the  Habitat  Management  Plan  is 
implemented  so  that  the  invasive  weeds  don't  overtake  the  area  before  development 
begins. 

Public  Comment:  Mr.  Blake  Rainville,  interested  citizen,  stated  that  in  Colorado,  a  coffee 
roasting  shop  posted  an  opening  on  Craig's  List  on  Friday  afternoon  and  Monday 
morning  posted  a  closing  ad  thanking  people  for  the  over  500  applications  they  received 
in  two  days.  He  stated  that  he  himself  has  spent  eight  months  applying  for  work  and  has 
been  offered  only  two  interviews  this  week  as  a  result. 


9.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Discussion) 


Commissioner  Wald  announced  that  she  would  not  be  present  for  the  July  12  meeting. 
Commissioners  Gravanis  and  King  confirmed  their  attendance  for  a  quorum.  Future 
agenda  items  discussed  for  July  include  (1)  an  informational  report  and  discussion 
sponsored  by  Department  staff  Mark  Palmer,  on  bird-safe  buildings;  and  (2) 
Commissioner  Gravanis  requested  a  staff  review  and  report  on  whether  the  Mayor's 
Executive  Order  regarding  the  use  of  single-serve  plastic  water  bottles  at  events  include 
events  held  on  City  property.  The  Policy  Committee  would  like  the  City  to  ban  the  sale 
and  give-away  of  single-serve  plastic  bottles  of  water  at  events  held  on  City  property. 
Does  the  currently  in-place  Mayor's  Executive  Order  regarding  plastic  water  bottles 
include  events  on  City  property?  If  not,  what  would  it  take  to  institute  such  a  ban?  Does 
the  Mayor  have  the  power  to  issue  an  Executive  Order  that  would  require  all  City 
departments  to  include  the  ban  in  their  contracts  and  rental  and  lease  agreements?  For 
example,  could  the  Mayor  order  the  Department  of  Real  Estate  to  amend  its  boilerplate 
lease  agreement  language  to  assure  that  no  event  held  in  City  Hall  would  sell  or  provide 
water  in  single-serve  plastic  bottles?  Would  the  same  Executive  Order  cover  the 
Recreation  and  Park  Department's  leasing  of  park  space  to  big  events  such  as  Outside 
Lands?  Does  the  about-to-be-approved  pushcart  contract  include  a  plastic  water  bottle 
ban?  If  the  mayor  cannot  approve  these  bans  by  executive  order,  can  the  Supervisors, 
by  ordinance,  require  all  city  departments  to  institute  the  bans?  Or  does  each 
commission  have  to  take  its  own  separate  action?  Acting  Director  Assmann  stated  that 
the  Zero  Waste  team  would  be  the  program  area  to  assign  this  review  to. 

Future  agenda  items  for  August  include  (1)  Commissioner  Gravanis  requested  that  staff 
create  a  Resolution  urging  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  the  Building  Department,  and  all 
relevant  agencies  to  add  to  all  green  building  rating  systems  points  for  community 
involvement  and  hiring.  This  Resolution  would  be  recommended  to  the  Commission  for 
their  September  meeting.  An  ordinance  can  be  worked  on  in  the  future;  and  (2)  update 
on  food  choices  and  service  in  schools.  Commissioner  Wald  reported  that  Mrs.  Obama 
has  a  new  initiative  and  asked  whether  that  initiative  could  help  move  goals  forward. 
Acting  Director  Assmann  suggested  that  Mr.  Nik  Kastner,  San  Francisco  Unified  School 
District  Sustainability  Coordinator  be  invited  to  speak  on  this  topic. 


Commissioner  Gravanis  inquired  whether  Department  staff  would  be  providing 
comments  on  the  soon  to  be  released  Treasure  Island  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
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Report  (EIR).  Acting  Director  Assmann  reported  that  staff  would  review  the  Draft  EIR 
and  determine  whether  comments  are  required.  Commissioner  Gravanis  discussed  the 
items  listed  on  the  Future  Agenda  Checklist  and  asked  whether  some  of  the  items  could 
be  provided  to  the  Committee  as  staff  reports  or  recommendation  memos,  e.g., 
restaurants  use  of  kerosene  heat  lamps  for  outdoor  seating. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  discussed  Commissioner  Martin's  request  for  a  report  on  the 
health  effects  of  MSG  and  potential  environmental  justice  issues  surrounding  use  of  this 
product  and  inquired  whether  this  topic  would  fall  under  the  purview  of  the  Department  of 
Public  Health  or  could  also  relate  to  the  Department  of  the  Environment  work  on  human 
health  and  the  environment.  Acting  Director  Assmann  suggested  that  the  Department  of 
Public  Health  be  invited  to  the  Policy  Committee  to  hold  a  discussion  on  such  topics  and 
discuss  the  respective  roles  of  the  two  departments. 

Public  Comment:  Mr.  Blake  Rainville,  interested  citizen,  discussed  the  benefits  of 
setting  an  example  through  an  action  instead  of  telling  people  what  to  do.  He  suggested 
that  San  Francisco  on  very  warm  days  offer  free  water  only  to  those  people  that  have 
water  bottles.  Mr.  Rainville  stated  that  telling  people  that  they  can't  sell  particular  items 
would  put  environmentalism  in  a  bad  light.  Acting  Director  Assmann  stated  that  the  City 
is  setting  an  example  by  not  buying  any  single-serve  water  bottles  for  its  departments. 

10.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that 
are  within  the  Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no 
public  comment  at  this  time. 

11.  Adjournment.  The  Policy  Committee  meeting  adjourned  at  7:05  p.m. 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1 )  the  Commission's  office,  1 1 
Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  California  between  the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  (2)  on 

the  Committee  meeting  WebSite  https://sites.qooqle.com/a/sfenvironment.orq/commission/policv- 

committee  with  each  agenda  or  meeting  minutes,  or  (3)  upon  request  to  the  Commission 
Secretary,  at  telephone  number  41 5-355-3709  or  via  e-mail  at  Monica.Fish(a)sfgov.org. 

The  next  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  meeting  is  scheduled  for  Monday,  July  12,  2010 
at  5:00  p.m.  in  Room  421 ,  City  Hall. 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 


*Approved: 
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CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 
COMMISSION  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT 
POLICY  COMMITTEE 


REGULAR  MEETING 
APPROVED  MINUTES 


GOVERNMENT 
DOCUMENTS  DEPT 


MONDAY,  JUNE  14,  2010,  5:00  P.M. 


COMMITTEE  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Johanna  Wald  (Chair),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice-Chair), 
Angelo  King 


ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 


1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call.  The  Policy  Committee  meeting  convened  at  5:01  p.m.  Present: 
Commissioners  Wald,  Gravanis,  and  King  (5:05  p.m.)  Acting  Director  Assmann  and  Monica  Fish, 
Commission  Secretary,  were  present  for  this  meeting. 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  May  10,  2010  Policy  Committee  Regular  Meeting.  (Discussion  and 
Action)  Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Wald  and  second  by  Commissioner  Gravanis,  the  May  10, 
2010  Meeting  Minutes  were  approved.  (AYES:  Commissioners  Wald  and  Gravanis;  Absent: 
Commissioner  King)  (Explanatory  Document:  May  10,  2010  Draft  and  Approved  Minutes) 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  were  no  members  of  the  public  present 


4.  Review  of  Responses  from  Environmental  Organizations  to  the  Commission  on  the 

Environment's  Outreach  Survey.  (Continued  from  the  March  8,  2010  meeting.)  The  Committee  may 
make  recommendations  for  a  follow-up  to  the  survey  and  may  refer  this  item  to  the  Commission  for 
consideration.  (Explanatory  Documents:  Commission  Survey  to  Environmental  Organizations, 
Summary  of  Responses,  and  Individual  Responses)  Sponsor:  Commissioner  Jane  MarieFrancis  Martin 
(Discussion  and  Possible  Action) 

Commissioner  King  joined  the  meeting  during  this  agenda  item. 


at  this  time. 
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Commissioner  Gravanis  reported  that  twelve  responses  had  been  received  from 
environmental  organizations  to  the  outreach  survey.  The  groups  that  stated  that  they  do 
not  receive  meeting  agendas  and  were  unaware  of  Commission  meetings  had  been 
added  to  the  agenda  mailing  list.  A  request  was  made  to  inquire  with  Ms.  Walsh, 
Department  of  the  Environment  Outreach  Specialist,  about  the  number  of  organizations 
that  were  polled  and  request  a  better-quality  copy  of  individual  responses.  Acting 
Director  Assmann  and  Commissioners  suggested  creating  a  more  current  list  of 
environmental  organizations  that  would  include  their  area  of  interest/expertise  and 
contact  information.  This  list  would  be  added  to  the  Department's  website  and 
maintained  by  staff.  Acting  Director  Assmann  stated  that  he  would  assign  the 
EnvironmentNow  staff  during  their  phone-bank  to  survey  environmental  organizations 
and  random  households  about  what  is  the  most  specific  most  pressing  environmental 
issue  coming  up  in  the  next  eighteen  months  that  should  get  more  attention  and  provide 
examples  of  possibilities.  A  suggestion  was  made  to  include  neighborhood,  religious 
and  service  organizations  in  the  survey  calls. 

A  discussion  was  held  on  how  to  engage  environmental  organizations  in  Commission 
work  and  meetings  in  order  to  be  more  relevant  and  rally  more  participation  through 
selection  of  relevant  issues.  Commissioner  King  stated  that  organizations  may  not 
attend  meetings  because  they  are  not  being  funded  by  the  Department.  He  stated  that 
many  issues  being  worked  on  do  cross  over  with  environmental  organization  activities, 
but  they  do  not  see  the  need  to  attend  meetings. 

Commissioner  Wald  suggested  that  staff  contact  environmental  organizations  when 
agenda  topics  that  fall  within  their  area  of  interest  are  selected  and  state  that  the 
Commission  is  requesting  their  input.  Commissioner  King  noted  that  people  are  not 
coming  to  the  Commission  for  support  of  environmental  issues  that  are  presented  to  the 
Board  of  Supervisors.  They  go  to  other  Commissions  that  are  not  involved  in 
environmental  issues.  Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  some  groups  have  asked  the 
Commission  for  their  endorsement,  e.g.,  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Beach  Chalet  soccer 
field-artificial  turf  proposal,  the  mammal  care  facility,  etc. 

Commissioner  Wald  suggested  that  the  Policy  Committee  hold  meetings  in  different 
neighborhoods  and  set  up  a  schedule  of  meetings  in  one  particular  neighborhood  so  that 
residents  can  be  aware  ahead  of  time  when  meetings  are  scheduled.  Commissioner 
Gravanis  stressed  the  importance  of  holding  more  meaningful  public  comment  sessions 
in  order  to  see  what  people  want  the  Commission  to  work  on.  A  discussion  was  held  on 
the  possibility  of  holding  the  next  neighborhood  meeting  at  the  southeast  sector  Herons 
Head  Eco  Center.  Acting  Director  Assmann  stressed  the  importance  of  having  outreach 
to  the  neighborhood  well  in  advance  of  meetings.  Commissioner  King  suggested  topics 
of  discussion  that  may  be  relevant  to  the  neighborhood  and  citywide  that  include  (1)  the 
cleanup  of  the  Hunters  Point  Shipyard,  (2)  reconfiguration  of  the  sewage  plant,  (3)  a 
proposal  for  the  land  that  was  formerly  the  power  plant;  (4)  green  technology  and  land- 
uses  in  the  shipyard;  (5)  local  hiring  in  any  project  should  be  part  of  LEED 
certification/credits;  (6)  energy  efficiency  and  green  jobs;  and  (7)  Emerald  Cities.  It  was 
suggested  that  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  and  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities 
speakers  attend  the  meeting  in  the  southeast  sector.  Commissioner  King  also  noted  the 
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importance  of  securing  speakers  to  Commission  meetings  that  are  involved  in  workforce 
development  and  green  jobs. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  supported  the  suggestion  to  include  local  hiring  in  LEED  as  well 
as  in  other  rating  systems  such  as  Bay  Friendly,  Sustainable  Sites  and  GreenPoint 
Rated.  Acting  Director  Assmann  suggested  that  a  Resolution  be  prepared 
recommending  changes  related  to  local  hiring.  Commissioner  King  stated  that  local 
hiring  is  an  environmental  issue  because  it  puts  less  strain  on  traffic,  less  reliance  on 
cars,  and  provides  an  opportunity  for  public  transportation.  Commissioner  Waid  asked 
that  the  local  hiring  topic  be  discussed  at  a  future  Policy  Committee  meeting  and  then 
the  Commission. 


Commissioners  stated  that  this  agenda  item  would  be  discussed  further  after  responses 
are  received  to  the  phone  survey  and  a  current  list  of  environmental  groups  is  created. 
Future  agenda  items  would  include  holding  a  meeting  in  the  southeast  sector  and  local 
hiring  as  part  of  LEED  certification/credits. 

Public  Comment:  Mr.  Blake  Rainville,  interested  citizen,  suggested  a  focus  on  the 
Build  It  Green  rating  system  for  local  hiring  instead  of  LEED  because  it  has  a  big 
grassroots  following  and  would  be  promoting  more  of  a  local  aspect,  even  though  LEED 
is  a  nationally  recognized  rating  that  is  providing  a  lot  of  recognition  for  San  Francisco. 
Acting  Director  Assmann  stated  that  recommendations  could  be  made  for  all  systems. 

5.  Policy  Committee  Strategic  Planning  Discussion.  The  Committee  will  discuss  short- 
and  long-term  meeting  planning  in  the  light  of  the  Bylaws  provision  (Article  VII,  Section 
8)  regarding  the  Committee's  responsibilities.  (Explanatory  Document:  Commission  on 
the  Environment  Bylaws,  Article  VII,  Section  8  Reference  Document.)  Sponsor: 
Commissioner  Ruth  Gravanis  (Discussion) 

Commissioner  Gravanis  distributed  copies  of  the  Commission  on  the  Environment 
Bylaws,  Article  VII,  Section  8,  reference  document  for  Committee  discussion  and 
proposed  that  the  Committee  discuss  whether  it  is  necessary  to  update  the  Bylaws  as  it 
applies  to  the  Policy  and  Operations  Committees  responsibilities.  In  reference  to  the 
Bylaws  references  to- 

•    "The  Department's  assessment  of  San  Francisco's  environmental  conditions". 
Commissioner  Wald  discussed  preparation  of  a  report  card  of  environmental 
conditions  and  suggested  that  it  be  maintained  in  the  Bylaws  language.  She  stated 
that  a  report  card  should  be  worked  on  to  tell  people  what  the  Department  and 
Commission  are  doing  for  them,  what  is  the  value  of  the  Department  in  the  context  of 
other  City  departments?  Acting  Director  Assmann  stated  that  the  report  card  would 
show  how  much  other  departments  have  saved  as  a  result  of  the  department's  work. 
Acting  Director  Assmann  suggested  referencing  report  card  examples  from  other 
cities. 


"The  development  and  update  of  plans  for  the  long-term  environmental  sustainability 
of  San  Francisco."  There  is  a  sustainability  plan.  Does  the  Commission  see  it  as 
their  job  to  update  it?  It  was  suggested  that  long-term  environmental  sustainability 


Gavin  Newsom,  Mayor 

David  Assmann,  Acting  Director 
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be  changed  or  add  the  word  strategic  plan  to  this  section.  Acting  Director  Assmann 
suggested  "development  and  update  of  the  strategic  plan."  Commissioner  Gravanis 
stated  that  a  sustainability  plan  is  needed  to  guide  the  three-year  strategic  plan. 
Acting  Director  Assmann  suggested  having  a  two-part  strategic  plan — one  with 
assured  funding  and  one  for  aspirational  funding.  Commissioner  Gravanis  suggested 
adding  the  necessity  for  an  advanced  discussion  of  strategic  planning. 

•  "The  review  and  development  of  recommendations  on  any  policy  proposed  for 
adoption  by  a  City  agency  regarding  conformity  with  the  long-term  plans  for 
environmental  sustainability."  Is  that  something  the  Commission  should  be  involved 
in  or  oversee  staff  to  do?  Language  suggested  ""Review  and  development  of 
recommendations  on  environmental  policies  within  the  purview  of  the  Department 
that  comes  from  the  Mayor,  Board  of  Supervisors  or  individual  members." 

•  "Developing  a  plan  for  San  Francisco  to  achieve  the  goal  of  zero  waste  to  landfill  by 
year  2020."  Acting  Director  Assmann  stated  that  zero  waste  still  has  to  be  worked 
on  to  reach  the  additional  15-20%  diversion.  He  stated  that  zero  waste  does  not 
have  to  be  specifically  listed  and  suggested  saying  "the  program  areas  that  the 
department  is  working  on  including  but  not  limited  to." 

•  "Explore  resource  conservation  opportunities  in  the  areas  of  water  and  toxins 
reduction."  Should  toxins  reduction  be  under  resource  conservation?  Acting  Director 
Assmann  stated  that  zero  waste,  water  and  toxins  is  not  reflective  of  the  range  of 
issues  that  the  Department  currently  works  on  and  suggested  updating  the  Bylaws  to 
list  the  Department's  nine  program  areas.  Commissioner  Wald  suggested  that  the 
language  state  "priority  programs  of  the  Department."  Commissioner  Gravanis 
stated  that  language  should  be  consistent  with  the  Charter.  Commissioner  Wald 
stated  that  if  the  Commission's  responsibilities  are  listed  in  the  Charter,  it  would  not 
have  to  be  repeated.  She  suggested  "The  Policy  Committee  will  focus  on  and 
provide  advice  on  the  priority  areas  that  the  Department  has  identified  in  consultation 
with  the  Commission." 

•  "Develop  recommendations  regarding  restructuring  of  environmental  programs  and 
activities  among  the  City  agencies  and  departments."  Does  the  Commission  want  to 
be  involved  in  restructuring  environmental  programs  among  city  agencies  and 
departments — is  that  Commission's  goal?  Commissioner  Wald  stated  that  she  is 
worried  about  relationships  with  other  departments.  Language  was  suggested  that 
states  "The  Policy  Committee  shall  work  with  other  city  agencies  and  departments  to 
promote  environmental  programs  and  activities." 

•  "The  Operations  Committee  shall  also  oversee  the  public  education  and  outreach  to 
the  community  on  environmental  issues  and  address  issues  regarding  the 
environmental  well-being  of  the  City."  If  the  Operations  Committee  is  supposed  to  be 
overseeing  public  education  and  outreach  and  addressing  environmental  well  being, 
how  to  make  sure  that  both  the  Policy  and  Operations  Committee  are  not  duplicating 
efforts  or  not  addressing  certain  issues. 
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Commissioner  King  stated  that  he  sees  the  Operations  Committee  as  the  body  that 
reviews  internal  activities  within  the  Department,  and  the  Policy  Committee  as  being 
focused  on  the  rest  of  the  City.  He  stated  that  he  is  unclear  of  the  Commission's  role  in 
governance  over  the  Department  itself,  and  asked  whether  there  should  be  a  Committee 
that  reviews  the  internal  activities  of  the  Department.  Acting  Director  Assmann  reported 
that  the  Operations  Committee  reviews  internal  Department  activities  such  as  budget, 
grants,  the  Department's  functions  and  operation,  and  evaluates  the  Director's 
performance.  He  stated  that  the  Department  should  be  relaying  its  activities,  work,  and 
priorities  more  to  the  Committee  and  should  be  consulting  with  the  Committee  in  the 
beginning  of  the  grant  process  instead  of  when  approval  is  being  sought. 
Commissioners  King  and  Wald  requested  information  on  stimulus  funding  that  was 
received  by  the  Department  (amount  received  and  program/program  area  assignment). 
Acting  Director  Assmann  stated  that  the  Department  was  successful  and  received  a 
number  of  rewards  that  a  list  could  be  prepared  for. 

Acting  Director  Assmann  discussed  establishing  a  proactive  approach  for  seeking 
funding  for  work  priorities  and  relating  the  Strategic  Plan  to  funding  that  are  not  yet 
funded.  He  explained  that  legislative  planning  and  policy  development  priorities  should 
be  driving  funding  and  resource  allocation.  He  stated  that  this  could  be  worked  on  when 
the  new  Director  comes  on  board.  Commissioner  Gravanis  suggested  asking  the 
Operations  Committee  if  they  would  want  to  relinquish  public  outreach  and  education 
and  strengthen  what  they  do  for  budget,  financial  planning,  administration  and 
management  of  program  operations  of  the  Department.  Acting  Director  Assmann  stated 
that  the  Policy  Committee  should  establish  priorities  that  translate  to  what  happens 
operationally. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  the  Policy  and  Operations  Committees  should  work 
together,  but  there  is  no  structure  for  doing  so.  A  joint  meeting  would  constitute  a 
Commission  meeting  which  would  not  be  the  appropriate  body  for  this  type  of 
discussion.  She  suggested  that  a  Working  Group  be  established  consisting  of  one 
member  of  each  Committee  that  meets  with  the  Director  to  make  recommendations  to 
the  Commission. 

This  agenda  item  will  be  continued  to  a  future  meeting. 

6.  Report  on  Earth  Day  Breakfast  (Coordination,  Funding,  and  Allocation  of  Staff 
Time)  and  consideration  of  future  funding  options.  Sponsor:  Commissioner  Ruth 
Gravanis;  Speaker:  Acting  Director  David  Assmann  (Informational  Report  and 
Discussion) 

Commissioner  Gravanis  requested  a  report  on  funding  and  allocation  of  department 
resources  to  the  Earth  Day  breakfast  event.  Acting  Director  Assmann  reported  that  the 
event  cost  $26,000  this  year  and  was  entirely  funded  by  event  sponsors  with  the 
exception  of  in-kind  department  staff  time,  e.g.,  the  School  Education  team, 
Management  Assistant,  and  40-50  people  working  at  the  event.  He  reported  that  in 
order  to  insure  the  appearance  of  the  current  Mayor,  the  event  has  to  be  held  in  City 
Hall.  The  cost  of  the  City  Hall  room  and  set-up  is  approximately  $12,000,  the  caterer 
$10,000,  and  there  are  additional  expenses  as  well.  If  there  are  300  people  attending, 
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the  cost  would  be  approximately  $100  per  person.  He  stated  that  it  may  be  possible  to 
reduce  the  cost  to  $20,000  by  reducing  food  expenditure,  but  not  lower  if  the  same 
venue  were  to  be  maintained.  Acting  Director  Assmann  stated  that  he  does  not  want  to 
charge  people  because  the  people  that  you  may  want  to  be  there  may  not  attend. 

A  discussion  was  held  on  having  less  emphasis  and  speaker  time  for  corporate 
sponsors  and  more  emphasis  on  the  certified  green  business  program  and  department 
accomplishments.  Acting  Director  Assmann  suggested  establishing  benchmarks  for 
environmental  achievement  before  one  can  become  a  sponsor  so  that  recognition  can 
be  given  more  to  these  companies  as  opposed  to  funding  criteria.  Commissioner  Wald 
suggested  setting  up  different  levels  of  sponsors  that  could  include  environmental 
conditions  and  terms  to  those  levels.  For  example,  if  you  give  $10,000,  it  is  a  basic 
sponsorship.  If  you  give  $20,000  or  $10,000  and  you  have  done  the  following  things, 
then  you  can  be  a  different  type  of  sponsor.  Another  alternative  discussed  was  to 
recognize  contributors,  but  not  offer  speaker  time.  Acting  Director  Assmann  stated  that 
it  would  make  sense  to  honor  green  businesses  at  a  breakfast  instead  of  a  separate 
ceremony  as  has  been  done  in  the  past.  It  was  agreed  that  for  next  year's  Earth  Day 
breakfast,  corporate  sponsors  would  not  be  asked  to  speak,  criteria  would  be  set  for 
sponsorship,  there  would  be  green  business  recognition,  and  Department  and  Mayoral 
accomplishments  would  be  promoted. 

Public  Comment:  Mr.  Blake  Rainville,  interested  citizen,  stated  that  companies  that 
contribute  more  have  more  funding  for  environmental  projects  while  smaller  companies 
may  not  receive  that  level  of  funding  but  are  doing  things  that  are  more  incredible.  He 
suggested  that  recognition  be  based  on  a  tier  environmental  giveback  basis,  and  that 
community  leaders  that  are  making  miracles  happen  with  no  funding  have  more  speaker 
time,  while  others  who  may  be  larger  contributors  but  not  doing  as  much 
environmentally,  be  advertised  at  each  table  but  not  have  as  much  time  to  speak.  He 
suggested  researching  a  venue  outside  of  City  Hall,  e.g.  buildings  in  San  Francisco  that 
are  not  being  used  that  building  owners  may  benefit  the  use  of  space  from  or  more 
reasonably  priced  buildings  on  Market  Street. 

7.  Director's  Updates.  Speaker:  David  Assmann,  Acting  Director  (Informational  Report 
and  Discussion)  Acting  Director  Assmann  reported  (1)  on  the  increase  in  the 
Department's  workforce  and  need  for  additional  workspace  and  possible  solutions.  He 
discussed  setting  up  conference  room  space  at  the  1 1  Grove  basement,  turning  first 
floor  conference  room  space  into  workstations,  the  conversion  of  the  third  floor 
conference  room  into  workspace  for  seven  staff,  and  the  need  to  make  more  efficient 
use  of  current  workspace;  (2)  announced  that  the  Department  budget  meeting  is 
scheduled  for  Thursday,  June  17  at  the  Board  of  Supervisors.  A  draft  Budget  Analyst 
report  has  been  received  and  recommendations  are  acceptable;  and  (3)  Mayor  is 
scheduled  to  hold  interviews  for  the  new  Department  Director  this  week. 

8.  Announcements.  (Discussion)  Acting  Director  Assmann  announced  that  the 
Department  has  had  a  number  of  positions  open  this  year,  and  that  since  January,  over 
1500  applications  have  been  received  collectively.  Commissioner  Gravanis  announced 
that  there  is  a  stewardship  work  party  on  Yerba  Buena  Island  on  Saturday,  June  26th, 
from  9-12:30  p.m.   She  suggested  planning  another  Department/Commission  retreat  to 
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pull  weeds.  She  stated  that  she  has  been  working  with  the  Mayor's  Office  to  form  a 
relationship  with  the  Treasure  Island  Development  Authority  to  have  ongoing 
stewardship  programs  there  in  advance  of  when  the  Habitat  Management  Plan  is 
implemented  so  that  the  invasive  weeds  don't  overtake  the  area  before  development 
begins. 

Public  Comment:  Mr.  Blake  Rainville,  interested  citizen,  stated  that  in  Colorado,  a  coffee 
roasting  shop  posted  an  opening  on  Craig's  List  on  Friday  afternoon  and  Monday 
morning  posted  a  closing  ad  thanking  people  for  the  over  500  applications  they  received 
in  two  days.  He  stated  that  he  himself  has  spent  eight  months  applying  for  work  and  has 
been  offered  only  two  interviews  this  week  as  a  result. 

9.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Discussion) 

Commissioner  Wald  announced  that  she  would  not  be  present  for  the  July  12  meeting. 
Commissioners  Gravanis  and  King  confirmed  their  attendance  for  a  quorum.  Future 
agenda  items  discussed  for  July  include  (1 )  an  informational  report  and  discussion 
sponsored  by  Department  staff  Mark  Palmer,  on  bird-safe  buildings;  and  (2) 
Commissioner  Gravanis  requested  a  staff  review  and  report  on  whether  the  Mayor's 
Executive  Order  regarding  the  use  of  single-serve  plastic  water  bottles  at  events  include 
events  held  on  City  property.  The  Policy  Committee  would  like  the  City  to  ban  the  sale 
and  give-away  of  single-serve  plastic  bottles  of  water  at  events  held  on  City  property. 
Does  the  currently  in-place  Mayor's  Executive  Order  regarding  plastic  water  bottles 
include  events  on  City  property?  If  not,  what  would  it  take  to  institute  such  a  ban?  Does 
the  Mayor  have  the  power  to  issue  an  Executive  Order  that  would  require  all  City 
departments  to  include  the  ban  in  their  contracts  and  rental  and  lease  agreements?  For 
example,  could  the  Mayor  order  the  Department  of  Real  Estate  to  amend  its  boilerplate 
lease  agreement  language  to  assure  that  no  event  held  in  City  Hall  would  sell  or  provide 
water  in  single-serve  plastic  bottles?  Would  the  same  Executive  Order  cover  the 
Recreation  and  Park  Department's  leasing  of  park  space  to  big  events  such  as  Outside 
Lands?  Does  the  about-to-be-approved  pushcart  contract  include  a  plastic  water  bottle 
ban?  If  the  mayor  cannot  approve  these  bans  by  executive  order,  can  the  Supervisors, 
by  ordinance,  require  all  city  departments  to  institute  the  bans?  Or  does  each 
commission  have  to  take  its  own  separate  action?  Acting  Director  Assmann  stated  that 
the  Zero  Waste  team  would  be  the  program  area  to  assign  this  review  to. 

Future  agenda  items  for  August  include  (1)  Commissioner  Gravanis  requested  that  staff 
create  a  Resolution  urging  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  the  Building  Department,  and  all 
relevant  agencies  to  add  to  all  green  building  rating  systems  points  for  community 
involvement  and  hiring.  This  Resolution  would  be  recommended  to  the  Commission  for 
their  September  meeting.  An  ordinance  can  be  worked  on  in  the  future;  and  (2)  update 
on  food  choices  and  service  in  schools.  Commissioner  Wald  reported  that  Mrs.  Obama 
has  a  new  initiative  and  asked  whether  that  initiative  could  help  move  goals  forward. 
Acting  Director  Assmann  suggested  that  Mr.  Nik  Kastner,  San  Francisco  Unified  School 
District  Sustainability  Coordinator  be  invited  to  speak  on  this  topic. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  inquired  whether  Department  staff  would  be  providing 
comments  on  the  soon  to  be  released  Treasure  Island  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
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Report  (EIR).  Acting  Director  Assmann  reported  that  staff  would  review  the  Draft  EIR 
and  determine  whether  comments  are  required.  Commissioner  Gravanis  discussed  the 
items  listed  on  the  Future  Agenda  Checklist  and  asked  whether  some  of  the  items  could 
be  provided  to  the  Committee  as  staff  reports  or  recommendation  memos,  e.g., 
restaurants  use  of  kerosene  heat  lamps  for  outdoor  seating. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  discussed  Commissioner  Martin's  request  for  a  report  on  the 
health  effects  of  MSG  and  potential  environmental  justice  issues  surrounding  use  of  this 
product  and  inquired  whether  this  topic  would  fall  under  the  purview  of  the  Department  of 
Public  Health  or  could  also  relate  to  the  Department  of  the  Environment  work  on  human 
health  and  the  environment.  Acting  Director  Assmann  suggested  that  the  Department  of 
Public  Health  be  invited  to  the  Policy  Committee  to  hold  a  discussion  on  such  topics  and 
discuss  the  respective  roles  of  the  two  departments. 

Public  Comment:  Mr.  Blake  Rainville,  interested  citizen,  discussed  the  benefits  of 
setting  an  example  through  an  action  instead  of  telling  people  what  to  do.  He  suggested 
that  San  Francisco  on  very  warm  days  offer  free  water  only  to  those  people  that  have 
water  bottles.  Mr.  Rainville  stated  that  telling  people  that  they  can't  sell  particular  items 
would  put  environmentalism  in  a  bad  light.  Acting  Director  Assmann  stated  that  the  City 
is  setting  an  example  by  not  buying  any  single-serve  water  bottles  for  its  departments. 

10.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that 
are  within  the  Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no 
public  comment  at  this  time. 

11.  Adjournment.  The  Policy  Committee  meeting  adjourned  at  7:05  p.m. 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1 )  the  Commission's  office,  1 1 
Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  California  between  the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  (2)  on 

the  Committee  meeting  WebSite  https://sites.qooqle.cofn/a/sfenvironment.orq/commission/policv- 

committee  with  each  agenda  or  meeting  minutes,  or  (3)  upon  request  to  the  Commission 
Secretary,  at  telephone  number  415-355-3709  or  via  e-mail  at  Monica.Fish(a)sfgov.org. 

The  next  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  meeting  is  scheduled  for  Monday,  July  12,  2010 
at  5:00  p.m.  in  Room  421,  City  Hall. 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

*Approved:  August  9,  2010 
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JUL  -  7  2010 


SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


COMMITTEE  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Johanna  Wald  (Chair),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice-Chair),  Angelo  King 

ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 
Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Committee  takes  action  on  any  item. 

1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call. 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  June  14,  2010  Policy  Committee  Regular  Meeting.  (Explanatory 
Document:  June  14,  2010  Draft  Minutes)  (Discussion  and  Action) 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda. 

4.  Bottled  Water  at  Events  on  City  Property.  Sponsor:  Commissioner  Ruth  Gravanis;  Speaker:  Julie 
Bryant,  Department  of  the  Environment  City  Government  Zero  Waste  Coordinator  (5  minutes) 
(Explanatory  Document:  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  Phase  Out  of  Bottled  Water  Purchases 
Executive  Directive)  (Informational  Report  and  Discussion) 

5.  Bird  Friendly  Building  Design — Support  of  San  Francisco  Planning  Department  Guidelines  for 
Development.  Sponsor:  Commissioner  Ruth  Gravanis;  Speakers:  Mark  Palmer,  Department  of  the 
Environment  Green  Building  Coordinator  (5  minutes)  and  Ms.  Noreen  Weeden,  Conservation  Project 
Manager,  Golden  Gate  Audubon  Society  (15  minutes)  (Discussion  and  Possible  Action) 

6.  Director's  Updates.  Speaker:  David  Assmann,  Acting  Director  (Informational  Report  and  Discussion) 

7.  Announcements.  (Discussion) 

8.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Discussion) 

9.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda. 

10.  Adjournment. 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary,  TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

The  next  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  meeting  is  scheduled  for  Monday,  August  9,  2010  at  5:00  p.m.  in 
Room  421,  City  Hall. 


Department  of  the  Environment,  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
1  1  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Telephone:  (4  1  5)  3  5  5-3  700  •  Fax:  (41  5)  5  54-6393 


**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1)  the  Commission's  office,  1 1  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  California  between 
the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Policy  Committee's  website  https://sites. google. corn/a/sfenvironment.orq/commission/policv- 
committee  ,  or  (3)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary  at  telephone  number  415-355-3709,  or  via  e-mail  at 
Monica.Fish@sfgov.org  within  three  business  days  of  a  meeting.  If  any  materials  related  to  an  item  on  this  agenda  have  been 
distributed  to  the  Commission  Policy  Committee  after  distribution  of  the  agenda  packet,  those  materials  are  available  for  public 
inspection  at  the  Department  of  the  Environment,  1 1  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102  during  normal  office  hours  or  will  be  made 
available  at  the  Policy  Committee  meeting  website  link  https://sites.qoogle.eom/a/sfenvironment.orq/commission/policy-committee  as 
links  included  with  the  agenda  or  meeting  minutes. 

Important  Information 

The  ringing  of  and  use  of  cell  phones,  pagers  and  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices  are  prohibited  at  this  meeting.  Please  be 
advised  that  the  Chair  may  order  the  removal  from  the  meeting  room  of  any  person(s)  responsible  for  the  ringing  or  use  of  a  cell  phone, 
pager,  or  other  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices. 

NOTE:  Persons  unable  to  attend  the  meeting  may  submit  to  the  Committee,  by  the  time  the  proceedings  begin,  written  comments 
regarding  the  agenda  items  above.  These  comments  will  be  made  a  part  of  the  official  public  record  and  shall  be  brought  to  the 
attention  of  the  Committee  members.  Any  written  comments  should  be  sent  to:  Commission  Secretary  of  the  Environment,  11  Grove 
Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102  or  by  email  at  Monica.Fish@sfqov.org  by  5:00  p.m.  on  the  day  prior  to  the  hearing.  Comments  which 
cannot  be  delivered  to  the  Commission  Secretary  by  that  time  may  be  taken  directly  to  the  hearing  at  the  location  above.  When  bringing 
handouts  to  meetings,  please  photocopy  on  both  sides  of  the  paper  and  try  to  use  post-consumer  recycled  or  tree-free  paper.  Also, 
please  bring  sufficient  copies  of  handouts  for  the  Committee,  the  Commission  Secretary  and  the  public. 

Public  Comment 

At  this  time,  members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  items  of  interest  that  are  within  the  subject  matter  jurisdiction  of  the 
Committee  but  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  Public  comment  will  be  taken  following  each  agendized  item.  Each  member  of  the  public 
may  address  the  Committee  for  up  to  three  minutes,  unless  otherwise  announced  by  the  Chair.  If  it  is  demonstrated  that  the  comments 
by  the  public  will  exceed  1 5  minutes,  the  Chair  may  continue  Public  Comment  to  another  time  during  the  meeting. 

The  Brown  Act  forbids  the  Committee  from  taking  action  or  discussing  any  item  or  issue  not  appearing  on  the  posted  agenda.  This  rule 
applies  to  issues  raised  in  public  comment  as  well.   In  response  to  public  comment,  not  on  an  agendized  item,  the  Committee  is  limited 

to: 

1.  Briefly  responding  to  statements  made  or  questions  posed  by  members'  of  the  public,  or 

2.  Request  staff  to  report  back  on  a  matter  at  a  subsequent  meeting,  or 

3.  Directing  staff  to  place  the  item  or  issue  on  a  future  agenda  (Government  Code  Section  54954.2(a).) 

Disability  Access 

The  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  Meeting  will  be  held  at  City  Hall,  Room  421,  One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place, 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102,  in  the  Civic  Center  area.  The  meeting  room  is  wheelchair  accessible.  The  closest  accessible  BART  station 
is  the  Civic  Center  Station  at  United  Nations  Plaza  and  Market  Street.  Accessible  MUNI  lines  serving  this  location  are:  #71 
Haight/Noriega  and  the  F  Line  to  Market  and  Van  Ness  and  the  Metro  Stations  at  Van  Ness  and  Market  and  at  Civic  Center.  For 
information  about  MUNI  accessible  services  call  (415)  923-6142.  There  is  accessible  curbside  parking  adjacent  to  City  Hall  on  Grove 
Street  and  Van  Ness  Avenue  and  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Veterans  Building  at  401  Van  Ness  Avenue  adjacent  to  Davies  Hall  and  the  War 
Memorial  Complex. 

The  following  services  are  available  on  request  48  hours  prior  to  the  meeting;  except  for  Monday  meetings,  for  which  the  deadline  shall 
be  4:00  p.m.  of  the  last  business  day  of  the  preceding  week:  For  American  sign  language  interpreters  or  the  use  of  a  reader  during  a 
meeting,  a  sound  enhancement  system,  and/or  alternative  formats  of  the  agenda  and  minutes,  please  contact  Monica  Fish  at  (415) 
355-3709  to  make  arrangements  for  the  accommodation.  Late  requests  will  be  honored,  if  possible. 

In  order  to  assist  the  City's  efforts  to  accommodate  persons  with  severe  allergies,  environmental  illnesses,  multiple  chemical  sensitivity 
or  related  disabilities,  attendees  at  public  meetings  are  reminded  that  other  attendees  may  be  sensitive  to  various  chemical  based 
products.  Please  help  the  City  accommodate  these  individuals.  Individuals  with  chemical  sensitivity  or  related  disabilities  should  call 
the  Mayor's  Office  on  Disability  at  (415)  554-6789  or  (415)  554-6799  (TTY)  for  further  information. 

Know  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance 
(Chapter  67  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code) 
Government's  duty  is  to  serve  the  public,  reaching  its  decisions  in  full  view  of  the  public.  Commissions,  boards,  councils,  and  other 
agencies  of  the  City  and  County  exist  to  conduct  the  people's  business.  This  ordinance  assures  that  deliberations  are  conducted 
before  the  people  and  that  City  operations  are  open  to  the  people's  review.  For  more  information  on  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine 
Ordinance  or  to  report  a  violation  of  the  ordinance,  contact  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  Task  Force,  Sunshine  Task  Force  Administrator, 
City  Hall,  Room  409,  1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102-4683  at  Phone  No.:  (415)  554-7724;  Fax  No.:  (415) 
554-7854,  E-mail:  sotf@sfqov.org.  Copies  of  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  can  be  obtained  from  the  Clerk  of  the  Sunshine  Task  Force,  the 
San  Francisco  Public  Library  and  on  the  City's  website  at  www.sfqov.org. 

Lobbyist  Registration  and  Reporting  Requirements 
Individuals  and  entities  that  influence  or  attempt  to  influence  local  legislative  or  administrative  action  may  be  required  by  the  San 
Francisco  Lobbyist  Ordinance  [SF  Campaign  &  Governmental  Conduct  Code  §2.100,  et.  seq]  to  register  and  report  lobbying  activity. 
For  more  information  about  the  Lobbyist  Ordinance,  please  contact  the  Ethics  Commission  at:  25  Van  Ness  Avenue,  Second  Floor,  San 
Francisco,  CA  94102;  telephone  (415)  252-3100,  fax  (415)  252-3112;  web  site  atwww.sfgov.org/ethics. 


Posted   July  6,  2010 
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CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 
COMMISSION  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT 
POLICY  COMMITTEE 

CANCELLED  MEETING  MINUTES 
MONDAY,  JULY  12,  2010,  5:00  P.M. 

ROOM  421,  CITY  HALL 
ONE  DR.  CARLTON  B.  GOODLETT  PLACE 
SAN  FRANCISCO,  CA  94102 


GOVERNMENT 
DOCUMENTS  DEPT 

JUL  1  5  2010 
SAN  FRANCISCO 


COMMITTEE  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Johanna  Wald  (Chair),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice-Chair), 
Angelo  King 

The  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee's  Regular  Meeting  of 
Monday,  July  12,  2010  at  5:00  p.m.  was  CANCELLED  due  to  a  lack  of 
quorum.  The  next  regular  meeting  is  scheduled  for  Monday,  August  9,  2010  at 
5:00  p.m.  at  City  Hall,  Room  421,  One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Jr.  Place,  San 
Francisco,  CA  94102.  An  agenda  will  be  prepared  and  distributed  at  least  72 
hours  prior  to  the  next  scheduled  meeting.  For  additional  information  or  to  be 
placed  on  the  agenda  mailing  list,  please  contact  Monica  Fish,  Commission 
Secretary,  at  (415)  355-3709  or  by  email  Monica.Fish(a)sfgov.org.  Agendas 
can  also  be  accessed  on  the  Policy  Committee's  website 

link  https://sites.qooglexom/a/sfenvironment.org/commission/policv-cornmittee. 
Posted:  July  13,  2010 


Department  of  the  Environment,  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
1 1  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Telephone:  (415) 355-3700  •  Fax:  (415)  554-6393 

Email:  environment@sfgov.org  •  www.sfenvironment.org  100%  Post-Consumer  Content 
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NOTICE  OF  REGULAR  MEETING  AND  AGENDA 

MONDAY,  AUGUST  9,  2010,  5:00  P.M. 
City  Hall,  Room  421 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


AUG  -  5  2010 


COMMITTEE  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Johanna  Wald  (Chair),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice-Chair),  Angelo  King 

ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 
Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Committee  takes  action  on  any  item. 

1 .  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call. 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  June  14,  2010  Policy  Committee  Regular  Meeting.  (Explanatory 
Document:  June  14,  2010  Draft  Minutes)  (Discussion  and  Action) 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda. 

4.  San  Francisco  Unified  School  District's  Sustainability  Activities  and  Plans  and  Working  in 
Conjunction  with  the  Commission  on  the  Environment.  Sponsor:  Commissioner  Johanna  Wald, 
Speaker:  Nik  Kaestner.SFUSD  Director  of  Sustainability  (Presentation  Time:  20  minutes)  (Informational 
Report  and  Discussion) 

5.  Bottled  Water  at  Events  on  City  Property.  Sponsor:  Commissioner  Ruth  Gravanis;  Speakers: 
Commissioner  Ruth  Gravanis  and  Miriam  Gordon,  California  State  Director,  Clean  Water  Action  (5 
minutes)  (Explanatory  Document:  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  Phase  Out  of  Bottled  Water 
Purchases  Executive  Directive)  (Informational  Report  and  Discussion) 

6.  Review  and  Approval  of  the  Updated  List  of  Environmental  Organizations  to  send  the 
Commission  on  the  Environment's  Outreach  Survey  and  Survey  Revisions.  Sponsor  and 
Speaker:  Commissioner  Ruth  Gravanis  (Explanatory  Document:  Environmental  Organizations  List  and 
Survey)  (Discussion  and  Acton) 

7.  Director's  Updates.  Speaker:  David  Assmann,  Acting  Director  (Informational  Report  and  Discussion) 

8.  Announcements.  (Discussion) 

9.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Discussion) 

10.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda. 

11.  Adjournment. 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary,  TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

The  next  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  meeting  is  scheduled  for  Monday,  September  13,  2010  at  5:00 
p.m.  in  Room  421,  City  Hall. 

Department  of  the  Environment,  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
1 1  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Telephone:  (415)  355-3700  •  Fax:  (415)  554-6393 

Email:  environment@sfgov.org  •  www.sfenvironment.org  100%  Post-Consumer  Recycled  Paper 


**  Copies  or  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1 )  the  Commission's  office,  1 1  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  Calilornia  between 
the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Policy  Committee's  website  https://sites.google.com/a/sfenvironinent.org/commission/policy- 
committee  ,  or  (3)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary  at  telephone  number  415-355-3709,  or  via  e-mail  at 
Monica.Fish(a)sfgov.org  within  three  business  days  of  a  meeting.  If  any  materials  related  to  an  item  on  this  agenda  have  been 
distributed  to  the  Commission  Policy  Committee  after  distribution  of  the  agenda  packet,  those  materials  are  available  for  public 
inspection  at  the  Department  of  the  Environment,  11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102  during  normal  office  hours  or  will  be  made 
available  at  the  Policy  Committee  meeting  website  link  https://sites.google.eom/a/sfenvironment.org/commission/policy-committee  as 
links  included  with  the  agenda  or  meeting  minutes. 

Important  Information 

The  ringing  of  and  use  of  cell  phones,  pagers  and  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices  are  prohibited  at  this  meeting.  Please  be 
advised  that  the  Chair  may  order  the  removal  from  the  meeting  room  of  any  person(s)  responsible  for  the  ringing  or  use  of  a  cell  phone, 
pager,  or  other  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices. 

NOTE:  Persons  unable  to  attend  the  meeting  may  submit  to  the  Committee,  by  the  time  the  proceedings  begin,  written  comments 
regarding  the  agenda  items  above.  These  comments  will  be  made  a  part  of  the  official  public  record  and  shall  be  brought  to  the 
attention  of  the  Committee  members.  Any  written  comments  should  be  sent  to:  Commission  Secretary  of  the  Environment,  1 1  Grove 
Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102  or  by  email  at  Monica.Fish@sfgov.org  by  5:00  p.m.  on  the  day  prior  to  the  hearing.  Comments  which 
cannot  be  delivered  to  the  Commission  Secretary  by  that  time  may  be  taken  directly  to  the  hearing  at  the  location  above.  When  bringing 
handouts  to  meetings,  please  photocopy  on  both  sides  of  the  paper  and  try  to  use  post-consumer  recycled  or  tree-free  paper.  Also, 
please  bring  sufficient  copies  of  handouts  for  the  Committee,  the  Commission  Secretary  and  the  public. 

Public  Comment 

At  this  time,  members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  items  of  interest  that  are  within  the  subject  matter  jurisdiction  of  the 
Committee  but  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  Public  comment  will  be  taken  following  each  agendized  item.  Each  member  of  the  public 
may  address  the  Committee  for  up  to  three  minutes,  unless  otherwise  announced  by  the  Chair.  If  it  is  demonstrated  that  the  comments 
by  the  public  will  exceed  1 5  minutes,  the  Chair  may  continue  Public  Comment  to  another  time  during  the  meeting. 

The  Brown  Act  forbids  the  Committee  from  taking  action  or  discussing  any  item  or  issue  not  appearing  on  the  posted  agenda.  This  rule 
applies  to  issues  raised  in  public  comment  as  well.  In  response  to  public  comment,  not  on  an  agendized  item,  the  Committee  is  limited 

to: 

1.  Briefly  responding  to  statements  made  or  questions  posed  by  members  of  the  public,  or 

2.  Request  staff  to  report  back  on  a  matter  at  a  subsequent  meeting,  or 

3.  Directing  staff  to  place  the  item  or  issue  on  a  future  agenda  (Government  Code  Section  54954.2(a).) 

Disability  Access 

The  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  Meeting  will  be  held  at  City  Hall,  Room  421,  One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place, 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102,  in  the  Civic  Center  area.  The  meeting  room  is  wheelchair  accessible.  The  closest  accessible  BART  station 
is  the  Civic  Center  Station  at  United  Nations  Plaza  and  Market  Street.  Accessible  MUNi  lines  serving  this  location  are:  #71 
Haight/Noriega  and  the  F  Line  to  Market  and  Van  Ness  and  the  Metro  Stations  at  Van  Ness  and  Market  and  at  Civic  Center.  For 
information  about  MUNI  accessible  services  call  (415)  923-6142.  There  is  accessible  curbside  parking  adjacent  to  City  Hall  on  Grove 
Street  and  Van  Ness  Avenue  and  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Veterans  Building  at  401  Van  Ness  Avenue  adjacent  to  Davies  Hall  and  the  War 
Memorial  Complex. 

The  following  services  are  available  on  request  48  hours  prior  to  the  meeting;  except  for  Monday  meetings,  for  which  the  deadline  shall 
be  4:00  p.m.  of  the  last  business  day  of  the  preceding  week:  For  American  sign  language  interpreters  or  the  use  of  a  reader  during  a 
meeting,  a  sound  enhancement  system,  and/or  alternative  formats  of  the  agenda  and  minutes,  please  contact  Monica  Fish  at  (415) 
355-3709  to  make  arrangements  for  the  accommodation.  Late  requests  will  be  honored,  if  possible. 

In  order  to  assist  the  City's  efforts  to  accommodate  persons  with  severe  allergies,  environmental  illnesses,  multiple  chemical  sensitivity 
or  related  disabilities,  attendees  at  public  meetings  are  reminded  that  other  attendees  may  be  sensitive  to  various  chemical  based 
products.  Please  help  the  City  accommodate  these  individuals.  Individuals  with  chemical  sensitivity  or  related  disabilities  should  call 
the  Mayor's  Office  on  Disability  at  (415)  554-6789  or  (415)  554-6799  (TTY)  for  further  information. 

Know  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance 
(Chapter  67  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code) 
Government's  duty  is  to  serve  the  public,  reaching  its  decisions  in  full  view  of  the  public.  Commissions,  boards,  councils,  and  other 
agencies  of  the  City  and  County  exist  to  conduct  the  people's  business.  This  ordinance  assures  that  deliberations  are  conducted 
before  the  people  and  that  City  operations  are  open  to  the  people's  review.  For  more  information  on  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine 
Ordinance  or  to  report  a  violation  of  the  ordinance,  contact  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  Task  Force,  Sunshine  Task  Force  Administrator, 
City  Hall,  Room  409,  1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102-4683  at  Phone  No.:  (415)  554-7724;  Fax  No.:  (415) 
554-7854;  E-mail:  sotf(g)sfgov.org.  Copies  of  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  can  be  obtained  from  the  Clerk  of  the  Sunshine  Task  Force,  the 
San  Francisco  Public  Library  and  on  the  City's  website  at  www.sfgov.org. 

Lobbyist  Registration  and  Reporting  Requirements 
Individuals  and  entities  that  influence  or  attempt  to  influence  local  legislative  or  administrative  action  may  be  required  by  the  San 
Francisco  Lobbyist  Ordinance  [SF  Campaign  &  Governmental  Conduct  Code  §2.100,  et.  seq]  to  register  and  report  lobbying  activity. 
For  more  information  about  the  Lobbyist  Ordinance,  please  contact  the  Ethics  Commission  at:  25  Van  Ness  Avenue,  Second  Floor,  San 
Francisco,  CA  94102;  telephone  (415)  252-3100,  fax  (415)  252-3112;  web  site  at  www.sfgov.org/ethics. 


Posted:    August  5,  2010 


Office  of  the  Mayor 
City  &  County  of  San  Francisco 


Executive  Directive  07-07 

Permanent  Phase-Out  of  Bottled  Water  Purchases 
by  San  Francisco  City  and  County  Government 

June  21,  2007 

San  Francisco  is  proud  of  its  historic  role  as  an  urban  leader  in  environmental  protection.  For 
decades,  our  local  government  has  provided  environmental  stewardship  of  the  surrounding 
region's  water  delivery  system.  This  water  delivery  system  consistently  provides  among  the 
purest,  safest  drinking  water  in  the  nation  from  spring  snowmelt  stored  in  the  Hetch  Hetchy 
Reservoir  and  flowing  down  the  Tuolumne  River. 

Over  the  last  decade,  San  Franciscans  have  responded  to  marketing  campaigns  to  purchase 
bottled  water  and  record  amounts  of  bottled  water  have  been  purchased  by  San  Francisco 
consumers  and  local  government  at  the  expense  of  the  environment.  Such  marketing  has 
suggested  that  bottled  water  is  safer  than  better-regulated,  pristine  tap  water  delivered  by  San 
Francisco  government  to  its  residents.  As  the  city  advances  its  Local  Climate  Action  Plan  to 
combat  global  warming,  it  is  paramount  that  we  initiate  policies  that  limit  the  most  significant 
contributors  to  climate  change. 

The  rise  of  the  bottled  water  industry  is  well  documented  and  visible  throughout  San  Francisco 
and  the  entire  world.  The  global  consumption  of  bottled  water  was  measured  at  41  billion 
gallons  in  2004,  up  57  percent  from  the  previous  five  years.  This  consumption  increase  occurred 
despite  the  fact  that  bottled  water  often  costs  240  to  10,000  times  more  than  tap  water.  In  San 
Francisco,  for  the  price  of  one  gallon  of  bottled  water,  local  residents  can  purchase  1000  gallons 
of  tap  water. 

Data  suggests  that  the  environmental  impact  of  the  bottled  water  industry  has  been  profound. 
According  to  the  Container  Recycling  Institute,  supplying  the  plastic  water  bottles  that  American 
consumers  purchase  in  one  year  requires  more  than  47  million  gallons  of  oil,  the  equivalent  of 
one  billion  pounds  of  carbon  dioxide  that  is  released  into  the  atmosphere.  More  than  one  billion 
plastic  water  bottles  end  up  in  California's  landfills  each  year,  taking  1000  years  to  biodegrade 
and  leaking  toxic  additives  such  as  phthalates  into  the  groundwater  and.  Additionally,  water 
diverted  from  local  aquifers  for  the  bottled  water  industry  can  strain  surrounding  ecosystems. 
Furthermore,  transporting  bottled  water  by  boat,  truck  and  train  involves  burning  massive 
quantities  of  fossil  fuels.  All  of  this  waste  and  pollution  is  generated  by  a  product  that  by 
objective  standards  is  often  inferior  to  the  quality  of  San  Francisco's  pristine  tap  water. 


! 

1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlctt  Place,  Room  200,  San  Francisco,  California  94102-4641 
gavin.newsom@sfgov.org  •  (415)  554-6141 


By  virtue  of  the  power  and  authority  vested  in  me  by  Section  3.100  of  the  San  Francisco  Charter 
to  provide  administration  and  oversight  of  ail  departments  and  governmental  units  in  the 
Executive  Branch  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  I  hereby  issue  this  Executive 
Directive  to  become  effective  immediately: 

©    Beginning  July  1,  2007,  there  will  be  a  prohibition  from  any  city  department  or  agency 
purchasing  single  serving  bottles  of  water  using  city  funds,  unless  an  employee  contract 
specifies  usage.  This  prohibition  will  apply  to  city  contractors  and  city  funded  and/or 
sponsored  events.  There  will  be  no  waivers  from  this  prohibition. 

•    By  September  30,  2007,  all  city  departments  and  agencies  occupying  either  city  or  rental 
properties  will  have  completed  an  audit  to  determine  the  viability  of  switching  from 
bottled  water  dispensers  to  bottle-less  water  dispensers  that  utilize  Hetch  Hetchy  supplied 
water.  City  departments  will  work  with  the  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission 
(SFPUC),  Department  of  Real  Estate  (DRE)  and  the  City  Purchaser  to  conduct  the  audit. 
Staff  from  the  SFPUC  will  contact  you  shortly  to  begin  the  audit  for  your  department. 

©    By  December  1,  2007  all  city  departments  and  agencies  occupying  either  city  or  rental 
properties  will  have  installed  bottle-less  water  dispensers  that  utilize  Hetch  Hetchy 
supplied  water.  Waivers  will  only  be  granted  by  the  SFPUC  based  on  legitimate 
engineering,  health  and  fiscal  concerns. 

For  questions  concerning  this  Executive  Directive  and  its  implementation,  please  contact  Laura 
Spanjian,  Deputy  General  Manager  of  the  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  (415-554-1540, 
LSpanjian@sfwater.org) 


Gavin  Newsom 
Ma>or 


Environmental  Organizations  Contact  List  August  5,  2010 


Adopt  a  Watershed 

beto.borges@adopt-a-watershed.org 

AIA  San  Francisco  Chapter  of  the  American  Institute 
of  Architects 

iTieiTi  DersniptpyaiasT.org 

Amazon  Watch 

eiisa(u>amazon  watcn.org 

American  Land  Conservancy 

mTocu/aicnei.org 

American  Association  of  Zoo  Keepers 

American  Small  Business  Alliance  Education  Fund 

info@asbanet.org 

Arc  Ecology 

arc@igc.org 

Architecture  Radio 

dmm@architecture-radio.org 

Asian  Neighborhood  Design 

plaw@andnet.org 

Asians  for  Humans  Animals  and  Nature 

ahanintl@sbcglobaI.net 

AYUSA  International 

bcotter@avusa.org 

The  Baum  Foundation 

info@thebaumfoundation.org 

Bay  Area  Clean  Air  Foundation 

 i  — — — . — 

771-6000 

Bay  Area  Council 

 i  

jtighe@bavareacouncil.org 

Bay  Area  Ridge  Trail  Council 

 £  =2  :  

info@ridgetrail.org 

Bay  Planninq  Coalition 

397-2293 

BayKeeper 

info@bavkeeper.org 

Bayview  Hunters  Point  Health  and  Environmental 
Resource  Center 

bmcgee@bawiewherc.org 

Bike  Hut  Foundation 

thebikehut@gmail.com 

Biofuel  Recycling 

biofuelrecvcling@gmail.com 

Bioregional  Association  of  the  Northern  Americas 

 3.  _  

inf  o@bioregional  .com 

Blue  Energy 

mathias.craig@blueenergvgroup.org 

Blue  Water  Network 

mmather@bluewaternetwork.org 

Breast  Cancer  Fund 

ariane@breastcancerfund.org 

Bridge  Housing 

info@bridgehousing.com 

BSR  Education  Fund 

dluscher@bsr.org 

Business  for  the  Environmental  Global  Futures 
Foundation 

nwilson-ripsom@future500.org 

Calcef  Innovations 

info@calcef.org 

California  Commission  on  Jobs  and  Growth 

California  Conservation  Fund 

postmaster@conservationfund.org 

California  Fisheries  Fund 

info@californiafisheriesfund.org 

California  Foundation  Environment  Economy 

info@cfee.net 

California  Preservation  Foundation 

cpf@californiapreservatio.org 

California  Trout 

kenck@caltrout.org 

Unified  Land  Institute  San  Francisco 

xcisneros@uli.org  <xcisneros@uli.org> 

Center  for  Creative  Land  Recycling 

Center  for  Resource  Solutions 

arthur@resource-solutions.org 

Center  on  Race  Poverty  &  Environment 

346-4179 

City  CarShare 

brian@citvcarshare.org 

Clean  Economy  Network 

Climate  Policy  Initiative 

admin@cpisf.org 

ClimateSmart  Charity 

info@charitvblossom  .org 

Collaborative  for  High  Performance  Schools 

info@chps.net 

Consultative  Group  on  Biological  Diversity 

cgbd@cgbd.org 
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Conservation  Technology  Support  Program 

Coral  Reef  Alliance 

communications@coral.orq 

Ducks  Unlimited  Inc. 

jrich@ducks.org 

Earth  Share  of  California 

Bill@earthshareca.org 

Earthride 

iennifer@earthride.orq 

EcoBridge 

contactus@ecobridge.ora 

EcoCorps 

earthvoice@ecocorps.org 

Ecology  Center  of  San  Francisco 

info@eco-sf.org 

Environmental  Traveling  Companions 

sue@etctrips.org 

Environment  California 

center@environmentcalifornia.org 

Environmental  Tracking  Network  of  North  America 

rachel@resource-solutions.org 

Endangered  Species  International 

UUI  1 II 1 1  Ul  UUdllUI  lo(,U/cl  lUdl  IMcl  fcJUo|JoUIColl  llcl  1  Id  UUI  Idl  .Ul  CJ 

Enterprise  for  High  School  Students 

Ul  IIUjUJI  lb(,U^el  Ibo.UI  U, 

EcoreServe  Inc. 

DO  \  -m  1  O 

Farallones  Marine  Sanctuary  Association 

membership@farallones.org 

Filipino  American  Coalition  for  Environmental 
Solutions 

1nT0ccyTacess011aar11y.org 

Foundation  for  Sustainable  Development 

eric@fsdinternational.org 

Forest  Ethics 

Allison@forestethics.org 

Frp/i  M  Van  Frk  Fnrpc;t  Foundation  fnr  Purdiip 

1    1  CU  1 VI    Vol  1  I—          1   UK.        1   UUI  lUQUUI  1  IUI  1 

University 

pft@pacificforest.orq 

Forests  Forever  Inc. 

mail@forestsforever.org 

Friends  of  Esprit  Park  Inc. 

826-1213 

Friends  of  San  Francisco  Animal  Care  and  Control 

HelpAnimals@FSFACC.org 

Friends  of  the  Sierra  Club  Foundation 

nancv.thomas@sierraclub.org 

Friends  of  Scrap  Inc. 

Full  Circle  Fund 

lauren@fullcirclefund.org 

Gaia  Fund 

mschlesinger@gaiafundSF.org 

Gary  L  Jackson  Foundation 

205-3077 

Generation  Earth 

geraldine@wed2005.org 

Geneva  Terrace  Property  Owners  Association 

584-2700 

Global  Citizen  Center 

maggie@globalcitizencenter.org 

Global  Infrastructure  Foundation  North  America 

gfsext@microsoft.com 

Global  Exchange 

marvCQ->gioDaiexcnange.org 

Go  Green  Foundation 

inToccygogreenTounaaTion.corTi 

Great  Basin  Land  and  Water 

qDiw-inTOCcygreaiDasinianaanawaier.org 

Global  Wildlife  Conservation 

inToccygioDaiwiiaiiTe.org 

Golden  West  Section  of  the  Air  and  Waste 
Management  Assn 

info@awma-gws.orq 

Golden  Gate  National  Parks  Conservancy 

ieiimemorecoyparKscons6rvancy.org 

Green  City  Project  Inc. 

Did  I  lelUrUITICU4lUu.dUU.UI  u, 

Green  Depot 

info@qreendepot.orq 

Good  Night  Foundation 

info@qoodniqhtfoundation.orq 

f^nnriwill  InHii^trip^  nf  ^F  9an  Matpn  Marin 

Counties 

hmillion@sfqoodwill.orq 

Green  Tech  Action  Fund 

eric  heitz@qreentechfund.orq 

GreenAction  for  Health  and  Environmental  Justice 

248-5010 

Growing  Planet 

info@qrowinqplanet.orq 

Hands  On  Bay  Area 

sabrina@handsonbavarea.orq 

Hands  On  San  Francisco 

jrussell@hosf.orq 
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Independent  Media  Institute 

liz@aliernet.org 

Institute  for  Fisheries  Institute 

srandall@ifrfish.org 

Israel  Strategic  Alternative  Energy  Foundation 

info@i-saef.org  <info@i-saef.org> 

Jennifer  Altman  Foundation 

esotos@iaf.org 

Jewish  Community  High  School 

jvlcek@jchsofthebav.org 

Karno  Kids 

it@evolve-sports.com 

Kokua  Hawaii  Foundation 

info@kokuahawaiifoundation.org 

Life  Frames  Inc. 

info@alivinglibrarv.org 

Literacy  for  Environmental  Justice 

development@lejyouth.org 

Live  Climate 

info@liveclimate.org 

Long  Now  Foundation 

zander@longnow.org 

Marine  Mammal  Fund 

info@oceanfdn.org 

MarinWatch 

rosiemarin@mac.com 

Maybeck  Foundation 

ianb@mavbeck.org 

McCloud  River  Coordinated  Resource  Management 
Group 

Matter  of  Trust 

team@MatterofTrust.org 

Natural  World  Museum  of  Environmental  Art 

mia@naturalworldmuseum.org 

Natural  Step  Inc. 

adates@naturalstep.org 

NatureBridge 

khamilton@naturebridge.org 

Neighborhood  Parks  Council 

council@sfnpc.org 

Mow  Fra 

mgarlick@neweragalapagos.org 

North  Rparh  Oiti7Pnci 

northbeachcitz@mindspring.com 

North  of  Markpt  Npinhhnrhnnrf  Imnrnvpmpnt 

eapadilla@gmail.com 

Northern  California  Chapter  of  the  Green  Building 
Council 

info@usgbc-ncc.org 

Occupational  Knowledge  International 

okintnl@aol.com 

Oceanic  Society 

One  Athmosphere 

info@oneathmosphere.org 

Our  Children's  Earth  Foundation 

tiffanv@ocefoundation.org 

Pachamama  Alliance 

info@pachamama.org 

Pacific  Coast  Entomological  Society 

1  /» — S           II                                      ^      l                             II  . 

vlee@calacademv.org  <vlee@calacademv.orq> 

Pacific  Environment  and  Resources  Center 

mstraw@pacificenvironment.org 

Pacific  Research  Institute  for  Public  Policy 

csparks@pacificresearch.org 

Patagonian  Foundation 

info@thepatagonianfoundation.org 

People  for  Open  Space  Green  Belt  Alliance 

enotar@greenbelt.org 

Pesticide  Action  Network 

steveatpan@panna.org 

Piazza  St  Francis  Association 

Pesticide  Education  Center 

pec@igc.org 

Planet  Drum  Foundation 

mail@planetdrum  .org 

Plug  In  America 

Pollinator  Partnership 

info@pollinator.org 

Presidio  Preservation  Association 

Presidio  Graduate  School 

ashlev.binter@presidioedu.org 

Project  Ole 

a  lanasam  ueisonicy.aoi.com 

Public  Media  Center 

info@publicmediacenter.org 

Px  Probability  Unknown 

csheeter@pofx.org 

Rainforest  Action  Network 

ranmembers@ran.org 

Resource  Media 

info@resource-media.orq 

Resource  Renewal  Institute 

lvnnl@rri.org 
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Restore  Hetch  Hetchy 

brvce@hetchhetchv.org 

Retrac  Company  Inc. 

gcarter@orf.org 

Rex  Foundation 

sandv@rexfoundation.orq 

Richmond  District  Neighborhood  Center 

lishihara@rdnc.org 

RSF  Social  Finance 

kellev.buhles@rsfsocialfinance.org 

Salmon  Aid  Foundation 

info@salmonaid.org 

San  Francisco  Aquarium  Society  California  Academy 
of  Science 

aquarium@calacademv.org 
<aquarium@calacademv.org> 

San  Francisco  Beautiful 

kolenc@sfbeautiful.org 

San  Francisco  Bicycle  Coalition 

heather@sfbike.org 

San  Francisco  Clean  City  Coalition 

http://www.sfcleancitv.com/ 

San  Francisco  Botanical  Garden 

iprokupek@sfbotanicalqarden.orq 

San  Francisco  Carbon  Collaborative 

362-3000 

San  Francisco  Community  Land  Trust 

ispector@sfclt.orq 

San  Francisco  Community  Power 

info@sfpower.orq 

San  Francisco  Community  Recyclers 

San  Francisco  Friends  of  the  Urban  Forest 

douq@fuf.net 

San  Francisco  Planning  &  Urban  Research 

ltam@spur.orq 

San  Francisco  Nature  Organization 

n  a  n  c  yd  @sf  n  atu  re .  orq 

San  Francisco  Parks  Trust 

pivancich@frp.orq 

San  Francisco  Tree  Council 

sftreecouncil@dslextreme.com 

San  Francisco  Vegetarian  Society 

contact@sfvs.orq 

Save  the  Redwoods  League 

cfox@savetheredwoods.orq 

SF  Botanical  Garden 

jprokupek@sfbotanicalqarden.orq 

SF  Food  Bank 

dhall@sffb.orq 

Sierra  Club  Foundation 

sierraclub.foundation@sierraclub.orq 

Slow  Food  USA  Inc. 

info@slowfoodusa.orq 

SaveNature.org 

i  nf o@savenatu  re .  orq 

Sustainable  City 

Sustainable  Conservation 

info@suscon.orq 

Terra  Nature  Fund 

woodhouse@terranature.orq 

The  Barbara  Delano  Foundation 

bdfoundation@usa.net 

The  Conservation  Campaign 

tcc@conservationcampaiqn.orq 

The  Coral  Reef  Alliance 

communications@coral.orq 

The  Legal  Aid  Society 

m  hatta@las-elc.orq 

The  Natural  Step 

adates@naturalstep.orq 

The  Nature  Conservancy  of  California 

comment@tnc.orq 

The  San  Francisco  Urban  Service  Project 

dkobata@hotmail.com 

The  Tarlton  Institute  for  Marine  Education 

iovergard@farallones.org 

The  Veg  News  Network 

info@compassionatecooks.com 

The  Trust  for  Public  Land 

webmaster@tpl.org 

Tides  Center 

ccoleman@tides.org 

Tides  Foundation 

info@tides.org 

Transportation  for  a  Livable  City 

tom@livablecitv.orq 

TreesAmerica  Inc. 

info@amfor.orq 

Trust  for  Conservation  Innovation 

carin@trustforconservationinnovation.orq 

Trust  for  Public  Land 

Mailbox@tpl.orq 

Tule  Lake  Committee 

info@tulelake.orq 

Tuolumne  River  Preservation  Trust 

staff@tuolumne.org 
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United  Nations  Association  of  USA 

Urban  Forest  Coalition 
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Urban  Re  Vision 
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<questions@urbanrevision.org> 

Virtual  Explorers 

team@virtualexplorers.ora 

West  Portal  Avenue  Beautification  Fund 
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info(5)wildaid  ora 
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info(3)wencal  ora 

Wildlands  Support  Fund 

inf o(5)cal  wi  1  d  la  n  d  sf  u  nd .  org 

World  Peace  through  Technology 

bradolsen(5)peacetour.com 

Yosemite  Fund 

info(a).vosemitefund.org 

Youth  Environment  Study 
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CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 
COMMISSION  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT 
POLICY  COMMITTEE 

REGULAR  MEETING  GOVERNMENT 
DRAFT  MINUTES  DOCUMENTS  DEPT 

MONDAY,  AUGUST  9,  2010,  5:00  P.M. 

City  Hall,  Room  421  SAN  FRANCISCO 

San  Francisco,  CA  941 02  PUBLIC  LIBRARY 

COMMITTEE  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Johanna  Wald  (Chair),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice-Chair), 
Angelo  King 

ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 

1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call.  The  Policy  Committee  meeting  convened  at  5:03  p.m. 
Present:  Commissioners  Wald  and  Gravanis;  Absent:  Commissioner  King. 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  June  14,  2010  Policy  Committee  Regular  Meeting. 

(Discussion  and  Action)  Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Gravanis  and  second  by 
Commissioner  Wald,  the  June  14,  2010  Meeting  Minutes  were  approved.  (AYES: 
Commissioners  Wald  and  Gravanis;  Absent:  Commissioner  King)  (Explanatory 
Document:  June  14,  2010  Draft  and  Approved  Minutes) 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that 
are  within  the  Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no 
public  comment  at  this  time. 

4.  San  Francisco  Unified  School  District's  Sustainability  Activities  and  Plans  and 
Working  in  Conjunction  with  the  Commission  on  the  Environment.  Sponsor: 
Commissioner  Johanna  Wald,  Speaker:  Nik  Kaestner,  SFUSD  Director  of  Sustainability 
(Informational  Report  and  Discussion) 

Commissioner  Wald  stated  that  the  San  Francisco  Unified  School  District  (SFUSD)  and 
the  Department  of  the  Environment  have  a  productive  partnership  and  is  anxious  to 
explore  additional  ways  of  working  together  on  sustainability  activities  and  plans. 
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(Explanatory  Document:  Presentation  to  the  Commission) 

Mr.  Kaestner  provided  an  overview  of  sustainability  programs  and  plans  at  the  SFUSD. 
He  reported  that  he  provides  quarterly  updates  to  the  Department  of  the  Environment 
and  works  with  staff  to  determine  synergies  between  the  two  agencies.  He  stated  that 
the  Department  and  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission  (SFPUC)  have  plans  to 
continue  funding  for  an  additional  two  years  on  sustainability  programs  that  SFUSD 
offers.  He  described  the  focus  of  sustainability  initiatives  (1 )  providing  environmental 
education;  (2)  the  Food  and  Gardens  Initiative—to  teach  about  the  cycle  from  soil  to  food 
to  compost  and  back  to  soil  again;  and  (3)  maintenance  of  facilities  and  operations. 

I.  Environmental  Education 

Mr.  Kaestner  stated  that  SFUSD's  most  important  charge  is  to  make  sure  students  are 
eco-literate  as  they  move  forward  to  college  and  beyond.  He  described  district  programs 
that  are  currently  in  place  that  include 

•  The  Wilderness  Arts  and  Literacy  Collaborative  Environmental  Academy  (WALC) 
offered  at  Galileo  and  Balboa  high  schools  that  provide  an  opportunity  for  students  to 
interact  with  the  environment  as  they  go  through  their  curriculum,  to  do  hands-on 
activities,  stewardship  projects,  and  leadership  development. 

•  Field  trips  to  the  Environment  Science  Center  located  at  Fort  Funston  to  learn  about 
the  coastal  ecology. 

•  The  Environmental  Service  Learning  Initiative  which  is  a  teacher  support  and 
development,  youth  leadership,  service,  and  environmental-awareness  program  for 
high-school  students. 

Mr.  Kaestner  reported  that  the  district  works  with  many  outside  educational  providers  to 
improve  indoor  and  outdoor  curriculum.  Meetings  are  held  with  educational  providers  to 
define  what  eco-literacy  means  to  them  and  the  district  and  to  determine  next  steps  to 
make  sure  students  will  be  eco-literate.  He  explained  that  SFUSD's  definition  of  eco- 
literacy  is  to  bring  about  an  awareness  of  ecological  principles,  to  change  attitudes  of 
students  to  care  through  place-based  education  (learning  about  local  ecology),  and 
improve  the  outdoors  through  stewardship  projects. 

Mr.  Kaestner  stated  that  one  of  SFUSD's  major  accomplishments  was  to  place  all  San 
Francisco's  environmental  education  programs  onto  one  website 
www.SFecoliteracv.com.  The  website  is  geared  toward  teachers  so  they  can  locate 
available  resources,  programs,  and  curriculum  available  for  the  classroom.  He  is 
currently  working  to  align  programs  offered  by  various  providers  with  state  standards. 
He  explained  that  the  state's  Environmental  Education  Initiative  curriculum  (EEI)  was 
recently  aligned  to  the  old  state  standards,  and  will  have  to  be  realigned  to  the  new 
common-course  standards.  SFUSD  is  working  through  the  same  process  with 
environmental  education  programs  in  the  community,  so  kids  can  be  tested  on  programs 
that  are  offered.  This  process  requires  a  lot  of  work  with  content  providers  so  they 
understand  SFUSD  standards  and  teach  in  a  way  that  supports  teachers.  Once 
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standards  are  established  and  placed  on  the  website,  plans  are  to  outreach  to  schools, 
especially  underserved  schools,  to  make  sure  they  know  about  this  resource.  Slide  6  of 
the  presentation  (see  explanatory  document)  shows  an  example  of  a  webpage  from  the 
www.sfecoliteracy.com  site  that  provides  information  on  a  program  offered  by  a  content 
provider,  the  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  (BAAQMD).  Teachers  are  able  to 
access  this  site  to  see  which  programs  provide  the  subject  matter  they  want  to  teach. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  inquired  how  transportation  for  field  trips  is  managed.  Mr. 
Kaestner  reported  that  it  depends  on  the  content  provider,  and  that  some  providers  will 
offer  field-trip  services  and  funding.  The  Department  of  the  Environment  has  a  field  trip 
program  that  takes  kids  to  a  variety  of  environmental  education  organizations.  In  some 
cases,  students  are  encouraged  to  take  public  transportation.  Continued  discussion  is 
being  held  to  work  on  removing  stumbling  blocks  and  identify  funding. 

Commissioner  Wald  inquired  whether  there  was  accountability  related  to  whether  the 
programs  are  geared  toward  tests  that  students  are  required  to  take.  Mr.  Kaestner 
reported  that  tests  do  not  cover  this  subject  matter,  but  there  are  state  standards  that  do. 
The  idea  is  to  encourage  teachers  to  feel  that  they  have  the  luxury  to  take  their  students 
outside,  so  they  need  to  see  a  connection  to  what  they  would  otherwise  be  teaching  in 
the  curriculum.  Commissioner  Wald  inquired  about  the  accountability  of  providers,  e.g., 
is  it  through  word-of-mouth  that  teachers  hear  about  other  teacher's  experiences  with 
content  providers,  or  does  SFUSD  make  an  attempt  bi-annually  or  annually  to  assure 
itself  that  the  providers  are  providing  the  material  that  they  should  be  providing. 

Mr.  Kaestner  stated  that  the  former  is  true  at  this  time.  He  explained  that  in  addition  to 
adding  the  standards  to  the  website,  a  site  would  be  added  for  teachers  to  evaluate  the 
programs  and  how  effective  the  program  was  in  meeting  standards.  This  would  be 
valuable  to  help  in  weeding  out  programs  that  don't  meet  these  qualifications.  He 
explained  that  the  providers  have  put  in  a  lot  of  work  in  supplying  this  information.  They 
will  now  be  asked  to  go  back  and  align  their  curriculum  with  standards,  so  providers  that 
are  not  desirable  from  a  teacher's  standpoint  may  not  be  placed  back  on  the  list. 


II.  Food  and  Gardens. 


Mr.  Kaestner  stated  that  the  goal  of  this  initiative  is  to  bring  about  an  understanding  that 
food  comes  from  nature,  not  from  the  grocery  store  aisle,  and  healthy  eating  and 
composting  is  part  of  the  natural  cycle  that  kids  can  get  involved  in.  Programs  discussed 
include: 


Green  Schoolyards — SFUSD  is  setting  aside  $150,000  of  bond  funding  for  greening 
projects  at  43  schools  so  far.  That  funding  will  be  applied  to  changing  school 
infrastructure  to  allow  for  educational  gardens.  The  2003  bond  funding  has  been 
extended  to  a  few  middle  and  high  schools.  The  goal  is  to  do  the  heavy  lifting  so 
that  parents  and  school  communities  can  plant  and  configure  the  spaces.  Prior  to 
doing  the  construction  work,  schools  will  go  through  a  master-planning  process 
where  they  sketch  out  what  they  would  like  for  their  entire  school,  and  then  choose 
one  phase  to  include  in  the  bond  project.  It  allows  them  to  think  about  how  that  first 
piece  of  funding  will  fit  into  what  they  might  want  to  do  later  as  more  funding 
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becomes  available.  Many  schools  have  had  educational  gardens  before  this 
initiative  and  when  funding  becomes  available,  they  will  expand  what  is  in  place.  He 
explained  that  it  is  not  just  an  opportunity  to  grow  food  but  to  work  with  the  material 
and  understand  the  concepts. 

Many  schools  are  not  able  to  take  advantage  of  the  funds  right  away  because  they 
do  not  have  the  ability  to  develop  and  put  into  practice  a  maintenance  plan.  It  is 
important  that  the  school  community  has  the  ability  to  provide  their  own  maintenance 
for  the  garden  because  there  are  not  enough  landscapers  to  take  care  of  the  current 
landscaping.  The  key  component  is  for  schools  to  feel  it  is  part  of  their  curriculum, 
not  something  someone  else  has  to  take  care  of.  Slide  15  shows  an  example  of 
best  practices  of  Sherman  Elementary  School  before  green  schoolyards  and  after 
(slide  15). 

•  Garden  programs  such  as  rainwater  harvesting  ("Tap  the  Sky"),  tree  planting  through 
Friends  of  the  Urban  Forest,  and  Green  Schoolyard  Alliance,  Urban  Sprouts  and 
EcoSF  that  work  with  particular  schools  on  how  to  develop  garden  programs. 

•  Healthier  Food — within  the  constraints  of  the  federal  lunch  program,  the  district  is 
trying  to  expand  fresh  fruit  and  vegetables  and  healthier  food  standards.  SFUSD 
recently  got  upgraded  to  platinum  level  for  providing  healthier  food.  The  district  has 
a  nutritional  education  program  with  particular  schools  such  as  "Chefs  in  the 
Classroom"  and  Harvest  of  the  Month"  so  kids  can  learn  about  a  particular  seasonal 
vegetable  every  month  and  cook  something  with  it. 

•  Zero  Waste — The  Department  of  the  Environment  is  expanding  composting  to  all 
schools  and  administrative  sites.  By  2012,  he  hopes  that  all  schools  will  be 
composting.  The  unofficial  goal  is  to  reach  85%  diversion.  The  goal  is  to  analyze 
where  schools  are  in  their  diversion  rate,  which  schools  need  the  most  help  and 
which  implementation  measures  lead  to  the  best  diversion  rate  and  focus  on  those 
measures.  He  announced  that  135  Van  Ness  went  from  22%  diversion  to  79%  in 
the  last  month. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  inquired  whether  supplying  locally  grown  food  is  one  of  the 
criteria,  and  whether  there  is  an  effort  to  recognize  local  farmers.  Mr.  Kaestner  stated 
that  they  do  use  California-based  produce,  which  is  not  the  same  as  local  produce.  He 
explained  that  the  federal  school  lunch  program's  provider  is  based  in  Illinois  so  most 
food  that  is  not  produce  is  from  Illinois.  He  is  working  with  the  San  Francisco  Food  Bank 
to  identify  how  to  provide  a  local  food  system,  similar  to  a  kitchen  that  used  to  exist, 
where  food  is  prepared  centrally  and  is  distributed  to  the  sites  using  local  produce.  He 
discussed  federal  reimbursements  for  student  meals  and  explained  the  additional 
expense  involved  in  providing  a  meal  to  the  students  that  is  envisioned  as  appropriate. 
The  recent  reauthorization  is  in  the  Child  Nutrition  Act  which  increased  the 
reimbursement  by  five  or  six  cents. 

Mr.  Kaestner  explained  that  a  local  initiative  or  a  bond  measure  is  needed  that  would 
provide  significant  funding  and  leadership  from  Washington  to  change  the 
reimbursement  rates  based  on  cost-of-living  rates  in  particular  areas  since  the  cost  of 
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living  in  San  Francisco  is  much  higher  than  other  areas  in  the  country.  Commissioner 
Wald  suggested  researching  whether  there  are  farmers  or  farm  institutions  that  would  be 
willing  to  work  with  us  to  bring  costs  down  as  far  as  they  could  regardless  of  what  the 
federal  reimbursement  rate  is. 

III.       Facilities  and  Operations 

•  Green  Building-Mr.  Kaestner  discussed  educating  students  about  the  importance  of 
reducing  utility  bills  to  preserve  the  earth.  Schools  can  be  designed  and  operated  to 
reduce  environmental  impact  and  promote  healthier  and  more  productive  learning 
environments  (slide  20).  Green  building  plans  are  in  progress  with  a  focus  on 
existing  building  stock  and  how  to  improve  efficiency.  Standards  are  being  updated 
to  align  with  the  Collaborative  for  High  Performance  Schools  (CHPS)  criteria,  which 
is  similar  to  LEED  for  schools.  Since  projects  tend  not  to  have  complete  overhauls,  it 
is  more  important  to  have  specifications  and  procedures  in  place  to  line  up  with  the 
CHPS  standards.  It  is  not  likely  that  buildings  will  be  certified,  because  not  enough 
work  is  being  done  to  acquire  enough  points. 

Mini  projects  and  energy  audits  on  existing  schools  have  been  done,  and  there  will 
be  a  request  for  funding  in  a  new  bond  measure  to  help  in  the  efforts  to  reduce  utility 
bills.  Slide  22  shows  best  practices  example  from  the  Filipino  Education  Center  that 
has  an  HVAC  system,  lighting  sensors  and  basic  fundamentals,  but  does  not  include 
major  green  renovations.  There  are  plans  for  major  renovation  of  Willie  Brown 
Academy  in  the  Bayview  district  after  this  school  year. 

•  Healthy  Environment — There  is  a  focus  on  the  indoor  environment  through  the 
"Tools  for  Schools"  program  to  identify  air  quality  issues;  "Back  to  the  Tap"  to  switch 
to  tap  water;  Green  Cleaning  and  Integrated  Pest  Management  programs. 

•  Transportation — SFUSD  mandated  cleaner  diesel  in  their  school  busing  contract. 
The  focus  is  now  on  how  to  get  kids  to  schools  without  needing  a  car  through  the 
"Safe  Routes  to  Schools"  program  to  encourage  elementary  schools  to  bike  and  walk 
safely  to  school,  providing  commuter  benefits  to  staff  members  to  take  transit,  and  a 
grant  from  the  County  Transportation  Authority  to  install  bike  racks  on  all  sites. 

Mr.  Kaestner  stated  that  in  addition  to  what  can  be  done  at  the  district  administrative 
level,  it  is  important  to  engage  students,  parents,  staff,  and  the  community  in  greening 
schools.  Schools  are  engaged  through  the  "Green  Team"  program  (see  Slide  27)  to 
work  on  commuting,  schoolyard,  waste  stream  and  community  programs  (see  Slide  28). 
Slides  29-32  shows  pictures  of  kids  involved  in  the  "Safe  Routes  to  Schools"  program, 
tree  planting  from  the  tree-planting  campaign,  and  2000-gallon  rainwater  cisterns  being 
installed  at  Lafayette  Elementary  School. 

Commissioner  Wald  inquired  whether  SFUSD  is  working  with  the  Department  of  the 
Environment  when  referencing  the  CHPS  and  Green  Cleaning  Program  to  take 
advantage  of  the  work  that  has  already  been  done  as  part  of  the  Precautionary  Principle, 
e.g.  recommending  green  cleaning  products.  Mr.  Kaestner  explained  that  the  Green 
Cleaning  Program  was  developed  with  a  consultant  that  helped  the  Department  of  the 
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Environment  to  develop  its  own  specifications.  He  stated  that  Green  Cleaning  and 
CHPS  principles  are  similar  to  City  guidelines,  and  that  he  does  check  in  with  the 
Department  every  quarter  for  feedback. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  inquired  how  the  general  public,  other  than  parents  and 
grandparents  of  schoolchildren  find  out  about  SFUSD  activities.  Mr.  Kaestner  stated 
that  he  previously  worked  to  create  a  website  called  "Greening  the  Next  Generation" 
www.qreenthenextqen.com  so  people  who  are  interested  can  find  out  about  particular 
programs.  He  is  hoping  to  develop  a  new  campaign  around  that  website  to  green 
schools  by  encouraging  community  participation  through  volunteer  efforts,  providing 
funding,  or  providing  resources  for  overall  district-wide  goals.  Newspaper  articles  have 
increased  and  he  does  receive  calls  from  community  members  or  businesses  who  have 
read  about  programs  and  either  want  to  sell  something  or  want  to  find  out  more 
information  or  get  involved. 

Commissioner  Wald  suggested  making  announcements  to  the  public  through  bills  that 
residents  receive  about  the  district's  accomplishments  related  to  diversion  and  zero 
waste  and  composting.  Acting  Director  Assmann  reported  that  Recology  issues 
quarterly  newsletters  to  all  bill  payers  that  could  include  SFUSD  accomplishments,  and 
suggested  that  Mr.  Kaestner  contact  the  Department's  Outreach  Manager.  Mr.  Kaestner 
stated  that  SFUSD  issues  a  newsletter  that  this  information  could  be  added  to,  and  that 
he  would  work  with  Department  staff  on  this  effort.  Commissioner  Wald  suggested  that 
the  announcement  should  be  on  the  cumulative  impact  of  all  school  programs. 

Commissioner  Wald  inquired  whether  there  was  anything  else  the  Commission  could  do 
to  work  together.  Mr.  Kaestner  stated  that  he  likes  the  idea  of  staying  in  touch  in  terms 
of  publicity  once  the  campaign  is  fully  developed  and  would  get  back  to  the  Commission 
on  a  simulated  sketch  of  what  an  ideal  LEED  school  might  look  like  that  could  be 
brought  to  the  community. 

Public  Comment: 

Ms.  Miriam  Gordon,  citizen  of  San  Francisco,  inquired  whether  the  $150,000  bond  grant 
funding  was  per  school.  Mr.  Kaestner  reported  that  amount  was  per  site  (a  one-time 
$150,000  upgrade).  There  were  forty-three  schools  included  in  the  2003/2006  bond, 
and  each  one  of  them  in  sequence  will  get  access  to  the  Master  Plan  process  and  the 
$150,000  upgrade.  There  will  be  a  bond  website  that  will  show  what  schools  are 


Mr.  David  Kupfer  stated  that  he  reviews  the  SFUSD  newsletter  and  commended  Mr. 
Kaestner  on  his  work  with  programs  that  are  inherent  to  the  values  of  the  San  Francisco 
Public  Utilities  Commission  and  the  Department  of  the  Environment. 


5.  Bottled  Water  at  Events  on  City  Property.  Sponsor:  Commissioner  Ruth  Gravanis; 
Speakers:  Commissioner  Ruth  Gravanis  and  Miriam  Gordon,  California  State  Director, 
Clean  Water  Action  (Explanatory  Document:  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  Phase 
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Out  of  Bottled  Water  Purchases  Executive  Directive)  (Informational  Report  and 
Discussion) 

Commissioner  Gravanis  reported  that  this  agenda  item  was  briefly  discussed  at  the 
scheduled  July  Policy  Committee  meeting;  however,  there  was  not  a  quorum  for  the 
meeting  so  a  thorough  discussion  and  meeting  was  not  possible.  Department  of  the 
Environment  staff  member  Julie  Bryant  was  asked  to  report  to  the  Commission  on  some 
of  the  things  to  think  about  if  the  Department  and  the  Commission  were  to  purse  the  idea 
of  banning  the  sale  or  giveaway  of  single-serve  or  larger  plastic  bottles  of  water  on  City 
property.  She  came  back  to  the  Policy  Committee  to  discuss  the  Mayor's  Executive 
Order  that  is  currently  in  place  that  directs  what  the  City  can  spend  money  on.  If  a 
discussion  is  to  be  held  about  preventing  other  people  buying,  selling,  trading,  or  giving 
away  plastic  bottles  on  City  property,  it  would  have  to  go  the  route  of  an  ordinance 
passed  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors.  She  mentioned  that  many  cities  have  followed  suit 
since  the  Mayor's  Directive  on  stopping  the  spending  of  City  money  on  bottled  water. 
She  also  mentioned  that  Concord,  Massachusetts  voted  to  become  the  first  United 
States  town  that  bans  the  sale  of  all  bottled  water.  She  does  not  know  if  that  has  been 
challenged  or  has  gone  through  because  it  may  require  state  approval. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  the  Policy  Committee  is  considering  the  idea  of 
suggesting  that  an  ordinance  be  considered,  but  first  there  is  a  need  for  more  research. 
Ms.  Bryant  had  pointed  out  that  a  City  ordinance  may  not  pertain  to  City  departments 
that  are  quasi-state  or  federal  such  as  the  Port  or  Treasure  Island,  and  the  agencies  that 
would  be  most  affected  are  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department  and  Parking  and  Traffic 
because  they  issue  permits  for  street  fairs  and  events.  Other  venues  such  as  the  War 
Memorial,  Moscone  Center,  and  City  Hall  would  also  be  affected.  Ms.  Bryant  had 
mentioned  that  a  ban  would  work  very  well  for  events  where  tap  water  is  easily 
accessible,  such  as  the  City  Hall  rotunda,  where  water  could  be  served  in  water  pitchers 
and  glasses.  Water  could  also  be  made  accessible  at  other  venues  or  other  outdoor 
events  but  not  without  its  challenges. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  she  has  spoken  to  the  City's  bottle-less  water 
dispenser  vendor  who  has  provided  water  stations  for  many  city  events-indoor  and 
outdoor,  including  the  Green  Festival,  Oyster  and  Beer  Festival,  and  Slow  Food  Nation. 
She  introduced  Mr.  Michael  Davis,  with  US  Pure  Water  and  requested  that  he  speak  on 
this  topic  as  he  has  given  a  lot  of  thought  and  already  has  a  lot  of  technology  developed 
for  providing  water  for  big  events. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  people  could  bring  their  own  reusable  bottle  to  be 
refilled  from  the  station  that  would  be  set  up  or  buy  or  receive  a  give-away  reusable 
bottle  or  buy  a  cup  that  might  be  compostable  or  reusable.  There  are  a  lot  of  options. 
Some  of  the  logistical  challenges  that  Ms.  Bryant  listed  have  to  do  with  providing  water 
where  a  tap  or  spigot  is  not  accessible,  but  there  has  been  information  made  available 
that  this  situation  can  be  dealt  with.  It  might  be  difficult  in  a  place  such  as  Moscone 
Convention  Center  to  serve  water  to  thousands  of  people  within  a  tight  time  frame.  Mr. 
Davis  can  address  that  as  well.  Another  concern  was  with  dehydration.  Commissioner 
Gravanis  pointed  out  that  people  have  more  access  to  water  when  they  can  just  keep 
going  up  to  these  refilling  stations.  She  discussed  the  concern  that  there  may  be 
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additional  costs  imposed  on  event  producers,  which  may  not  be  the  case  either. 
Commissioner  Gravanis  reported  that  she  discussed  this  issue  with  Ms.  Jennifer  Clary  of 
Clean  Water  Action  and  found  out  that  Ms.  Miriam  Gordon  has  already  done  a  major 
event  and  provided  water  to  people  without  the  use  of  plastic  water  bottles. 

Ms.  Miriam  Gordon  provided  an  explanatory  document  on  a  zero  waste  event  "The  San 
Francisco  Jewish  Community  Center  (JCC)  2009  Maccabi  Games."  She  stated  that  she 
participated  in  this  event  as  a  volunteer  and  not  in  her  capacity  as  Director  of  Clean 
Water  Action.  Ms.  Gordon  explained  that  the  Maccabi  Games  is  a  Jewish  youth 
athletics  event  that  is  held  every  summer  in  the  United  States,  Israel  and  other  countries. 
It  is  an  Olympic-style  sports  event  for  teens  in  the  Jewish  community.  In  the  United 
States,  the  events  are  held  every  summer  with  JCC's  in  different  cities  hosting  the  event. 
It  was  the  San  Francisco  JCC's  turn  last  summer  and  there  was  a  decision  to  green  the 
event  for  the  first  time. 


Ms.  Gordon  stated  that  she  had  asked  the  Chairs  of  the  games  to  consider  greening  the 
event  because  she  has  gone  to  so  many  events  in  the  past  where  kids  were  given  so 
many  plastic  beverage  containers  of  water  and  other  drinks  and  an  incredible  amount  of 
money  was  spent  on  it.  After  each  event,  the  fields  and  social  venues  were  littered  with 
left  over  plastic  water  bottles  and  other  beverage  containers  that  were  often  not  recycled 
in  many  locations.  Since  San  Francisco  is  such  a  green  city,  it  was  not  challenging  to 
sell  this  idea  to  the  Chairs  of  the  Maccabi  games.  She  became  the  green  team  chair 
and  decided  to  make  it  a  zero-waste  event.  It  was  a  challenge  on  how  to  make  it  a 
plastic  water  bottle  free  event.  Mostly  the  challenge  was  not  the  logistics,  but  people 
adjusting  to  the  concept.  Delegations  of  teams  were  coming  in  all  over  the  country,  their 
coaches,  and  the  heads  of  the  delegations  and  were  hearing  that  the  event  was  not 
giving  out  water  in  bottles.  The  biggest  investment  was  in  education  of  the  incoming 
delegations  and  families  hosting  the  athletes  for  a  week  and  getting  them  to  buy  into  this 
bottle-free  concept. 

Ms.  Gordon  explained  that  there  were  1200  athletes  participating  in  the  week  long  event 
consisting  of  five  days  of  planned  sporting  and  social  activities.  In  addition  to  1200 
athletes,  there  were  about  1800  participants  that  included  coaches  and  delegations 
coming  from  other  cities,  parents  that  were  visiting,  and  the  San  Francisco  community 
that  came  out  to  watch  the  spectators  and  help  as  volunteers.  About  3000  people 
participated  in  the  event  from  Sunday  night  to  Friday.  The  event  was  held  in  sporting 
locations,  parks  all  around  the  city,  and  schools.  The  hub  was  University  of  San 
Francisco  whose  facilities  were  used  for  a  lot  of  the  sports,  social,  and  dance  hall 
locations.  Other  schools  provided  their  gyms  as  well.  Big  social  events  were  held  at  the 
Cow  Palace  and  the  Design  Center.  So  there  were  many  facilities  that  were  used  all 
over  the  city. 

Ms.  Gordon  stated  that  planning  this  event  to  be  bottle-free  involved  making  sure  that 
the  contracts  for  the  food  vendors  that  served  lunch  and  dinner  involved  specifications 
for  zero  waste,  and  that  there  was  the  right  setup  for  waste  management  at  each  of 
these  venues  as  well  as  available  water.  Ms.  Gordon  explained  that  it  was  a  logistically 
challenging  event  and  explained  how  it  was  done.  She  stated  that  having  a  reusable 
stainless  steel  water  bottle  and  having  the  water  stations  where  the  teens  could  refill  the 
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water  was  going  to  be  the  way  to  accomplish  this.  Every  single  athlete  got  the  bottle  at 
the  beginning  of  the  event.  The  athletes  were  staying  with  host  families  and  had  to  have 
the  host  families  instructing  them  to  come  with  their  water  bottles  filled  during  the  day.  A 
recycling  coordinator  "Green  Mary"  who  does  a  lot  of  the  big  events  in  San  Francisco 
was  hired  and  ended  up  staffing  their  water  station.  She  was  a  great  choice  but  had 
never  done  a  zero  water  bottle  event  before  and  had  never  provided  water,  so  it  was  a 
learning  process  for  everyone. 

Ms.  Gordon  reported  that  she  had  met  with  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department  that 
had  informed  her  that  all  their  fields  had  potable  water.  Ms.  Gordon  referenced  the 
explanatory  document  page  1  picture  of  a  water  station,  which  is  a  ten-gallon  thermos 
filled  with  water  that  was  selected  for  the  event.  The  station  had  to  be  staffed  and  the 
thermos  had  to  be  constantly  refilled  throughout  the  day  for  day-long  events.  For  piece 
of  mind,  compostable  cups  at  the  water  stations  were  provided  for  those  athletes  that 
forgot  their  water  bottles.  By  the  end  of  the  event,  the  kids  were  all  using  their  water 
bottles.  It  was  great  education  for  kids  that  came  from  places  like  Florida,  Texas  and 
Mexico  and  all  over  the  country  that  have  very  little  recycling  even  of  water  bottles,  let 
alone  composting. 

Ms.  Gordon  explained  that  the  Maccabi  Games  turned  out  to  be  a  zero-waste  event. 
They  had  recycling,  trash,  landfill  and  compost  but  there  was  not  that  much  of  any  one  of 
those  things  because  they  gave  out  very  little  packaged  or  disposable  product.  Over  the 
course  of  the  five-day  events,  one-and-a-half  Recology-size  dumpsters  were  collected 
(32  cubic  yards  of  waste).  Only  six  percent  went  to  landfill  and  the  rest  went  to  compost 
and  recycling. 

Ms.  Gordon  reported  that  the  water  aspect  proved  challenging  because  they  were  told 
by  the  Recreation  and  Parks  Department  that  the  water  was  potable  so  it  was  not  tested. 
The  water  came  out  looking  brown  and  not  appealing,  so  it  was  not  served  at  the  water 
stations.  It  was  necessary  to  bring  in  water  from  other  nearby  locations  to  fill  the 
containers,  which  was  challenging.  The  take  home  message  if  you  are  thinking  about 
doing  plastic-free  events  is  that  you  need  to  make  sure  that  at  every  location  there  is 
potable  water.  There  were  many  reasons  for  doing  this  event  this  way,  and  the  City  has 
already  embraced  the  idea  of  bottle-free  purchasing.  In  addition  to  reducing  the  amount 
of  waste  sent  to  landfill,  it  was  estimated  that  they  prevented  the  distribution  of  18,000 
disposable  water  bottles  over  the  course  of  the  event  using  the  calculation  that  a  teen  at 
an  event  like  this  on  average  would  consume  three  plastic  beverage  container  drinks  per 
day,  which  may  be  conservative  considering  they  were  being  served  breakfast  lunch  and 
dinner  and  were  at  sports  events  all  day  long.  For  1200  teens,  estimating  three 
disposable  bottles  a  day,  the  conservative  estimate  is  that  it  avoided  the  purchase  of 
18,000  disposable  water  bottles. 

Ms.  Gordon  referenced  the  second  page  of  the  handout  that  provides  facts  and  figures 
from  commonly-known  sources  about  disposable  water  bottles  to  help  in  future 
deliberations.  She  stated  that  the  Pacific  Institute  has  been  doing  a  lot  of  research  on  the 
energy  and  carbon  emissions  related  to  the  use  of  plastic  water  bottles.  She  pointed  to 
one  study  that  most  people  are  not  aware  of  that  there  is  an  emerging  body  of  science 
that  shows  that  polyethylene  water  bottles  can  leach  phthalates,  a  known  hormone  and 
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endocrine  disrupter  into  the  water.  This  study  shows  at  levels  exceeding  U.S.  standards 
for  phthalates.  The  event  coordinators  felt  strongly  that  they  should  have  all  organic 
food  served  to  the  young  athletes  and  did  not  want  to  have  contaminated  water.  She 
stated  that  there  are  many  studies  that  have  shown  that  water  provided  in  plastic  water 
bottles  is  no  cleaner  and  often  more  contaminated  than  tap  water.  Since  San  Francisco 
is  so  fortunate  to  have  Sierra  snowmelt  for  its  water  supply  that  doesn't  run  through  any 
contaminated  soils  and  does  not  have  the  problems  of  a  lot  of  other  water  sources,  we 
should  as  residents  applaud  the  City  for  thinking  about  providing  water  at  events  without 
bottles  and  not  wasting  all  of  the  natural  resources  associated  with  providing  bottled 


Ms.  Gordon  encouraged  the  Policy  Committee  to  pursue  this  effort  and  offered  her 
assistance.  She  stated  that  Clean  Water  Action  is  very  much  in  favor  of  bans  on  single- 
use  disposal  goods  and  packaging  in  plastics  in  particular.  Clean  Water  Action  has  a 
"Taking  out  the  Trash"  campaign  and  is  currently  supporting  AB1998,  the  statewide  bag 
campaign  as  well  as  bans  on  polystyrene  food-ware  containers,  which  San  Francisco 
has  already  done.  Clean  Water  Action  is  very  much  in  support  of  actions  like  these. 

Commissioner  Wald  inquired  whether  only  the  athletes  were  given  access  to  water  or  if 
the  other  1800  people  that  were  at  the  event  could  come  to  the  water  stations  to  get 
water.  Ms.  Gordon  responded  that  the  water  was  provided  in  proximity  to  the  athletes 
and  was  primarily  for  the  athletic  participants.  It  was  very  labor  intensive  to  keep  filling 
the  jugs  so  they  were  not  promoting  that  the  visitors  and  volunteers  use  the  water  that 
was  provided,  but  they  were  not  barred  from  it.  Commissioner  Wald  inquired  whether 
there  were  crowds  at  the  water  station-what  was  the  largest  number  of  kids  that  showed 
up  to  request  water  and  how  hard  was  that  to  manage? 

Ms.  Gordon  responded  that  the  largest  crowd  was  when  they  had  all  1200  kids  on  the 
soccer  field  at  USF  at  the  Koret  Center  waiting  to  be  loaded  up  on  buses  to  do 
community  service  at  parks  in  San  Francisco.  There  were  about  eight  stations  around 
the  soccer  field,  and  there  may  have  been  two  or  three  kids  waiting  to  fill  up  their  water 
bottles,  so  it  was  not  a  problem.  There  were  water  stations  throughout  the  dining  area  at 
off-site  dinners  with  only  a  couple  of  kids  waiting.  You  have  to  plan  well  to  have  enough 
stations,  which  was  done.  By  the  end  of  the  event,  there  were  a  bunch  of  teens 
impressed  with  what  a  green  city  San  Francisco  is  and  learned  a  lot  about  waste  and 
recycling  and  went  home  with  their  water  bottles  thinking  more  about  our  disposal 
lifestyles.  She  stated  that  she  is  happy  that  the  event  not  only  diverted  waste  from 
landfills  but  was  educational  and  valuable  for  the  young  people  that  they  were  trying  to 
influence.  Commissioner  Wald  stated  that  the  Commission  knows  about  the  work  that 
the  JCC  is  doing  on  its  premises,  which  is  very  commendable.  Ms.  Gordon  stated  that 
she  is  part  of  the  JCC  green  team,  and  that  they  have  a  long  list  on  their  website  of 
everything  they  have  done  to  green  the  center,  and  they  have  applied  for  certification  as 
a  green  business. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  reported  that  "Green  Mary"  provided  the  water  dispensers  and 
filtration  for  the  Maccabi  Games  that  was  attained  through  US  Pure  Water.  Mr.  Michael 
Davis  of  US  Pure  Water  was  asked  to  speak  on  some  of  the  issues  that  were  discussed, 
e.g.,  how  many  people  could  be  served,  the  different  units  available,  which  ones  were 
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appropriate  for  sporting  events  with  3000  people,  which  ones  would  work  for  larger 
events,  or  which  ones  could  be  used  for  more  formal  events. 

Mr.  Davis,  US  Pure  Water  stated  that  they  are  the  supplier  of  bottle-less  water  for  the 
City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  and  has  helped  to  achieve  bottle  free  offices  in  City 
departments.  US  Pure  Water  also  does  a  lot  of  events  and  works  with  "Green  Mary"  to 
supply  dispensers  for  different  events  that  she  does,  which  varies  from  smaller  to  very 
large  events  where  there  are  tens  of  thousands  of  people.  Events  that  he  worked  on 
include  Slow  Food  Nation,  where  there  were  20,000  people  a  day  at  the  different 
venues.  As  a  result  of  providing  stations  where  people  could  refill  their  bottles, 
approximately  100,000  bottles  per  day  did  not  get  into  the  landfill.  Slow  Food  Nation's 
event  had  been  the  first  dispenser  prototype  and  was  a  bit  harder  for  the  public  to  use 
than  the  dispenser  currently  available.  The  current  dispenser  has  four  spigots  that  are 
used  for  most  events.  It  is  the  lever-type  operated  spigots  that  you  push  down  and  fill  up 
your  water  bottle  quickly.  The  Port  of  Long  Beach  got  three  of  these  dispensers  for  their 
Green  Port  event  that  served  approximately  100,000  people,  and  they  are  getting  a 
fourth  dispenser  for  this  year's  event.  There  were  lines  but  they  went  very  fast.  The 
Oyster  Festival  at  Fort  Mason  had  the  longest  lines,  but  they  also  went  very  fast 
because  there  was  no  money  exchange,  and  they  could  do  it  themselves. 

Mr.  Davis  explained  that  the  biggest  component  in  holding  a  successful  bottle-less-event 
is  educating  people  to  reuse  their  bottles  rather  than  throwing  them  away.  He  stated 
that  US  Pure  Water  often  filters  the  water  they  dispense  and  checks  to  make  sure  it  is 
potable  before  the  event.  He  discussed  other  successful  events  they  worked  on  such  as 
"Comedy  Day  in  the  Park  and  the  "Oyster  Festival."  Mr.  Davis  stated  that  there  were 
people  running  the  first-aid  station  at  the  Oyster  Festival  that  told  them  it  was  the  first 
year  that  no-one  passed  out  from  dehydration,  primarily  because  at  most  events  where 
you  have  to  purchase  beer  and  water,  people  would  purchase  beer,  and  they  are  less 
likely  to  fill  up  with  water  to  counteract  the  dehydration  that  occurs  when  you  drink 


Mr.  Davis  stated  that  they  use  more  upscale  dispensers  or  use  dispensers  to  fill  up 
pitchers  for  more  formal  events  such  as  sit-down  dinners  or  the  Slow  Food  Nation 
events  where  they  have  chefs  that  are  serving  different  kinds  of  food.  He  stated  that 
letting  people  know  ahead  of  time  to  bring  a  reusable  bottle  and  letting  them  know  where 
the  water  station  locations  are  is  important.  He  reported  that  he  will  be  providing  two 
stations  for  the  San  Francisco  Street  Fair  event  in  the  Mission  District,  and  people  will  be 
told  to  bring  their  own  reusable  bottle.  Other  options  are  to  give  away  or  sell  reusable 
bottles  at  the  event  or  sell  compostable  cups  instead  of  giving  them  away  so  as  to 
reiterate  the  message  that  you  just  don't  take  and  throw  away,  but  to  encourage  reuse. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  inquired  if  Mr.  Davis  foresees  any  pitfalls  or  opposition  if  the 
Commission  were  to  pursue  an  ordinance.  She  stated  that  Mr.  Davis  had  mentioned 
that  the  promoters  might  feel  that  they  receive  a  significant  amount  of  their  event 
revenue  from  the  sale  of  water  bottles.  Is  it  possible  to  offset  revenue  loss  by  selling 
reusable  bottles?  Mr.  Davis  stated  that  some  events  receive  funding  from  bottled  water 
companies  so  that  they  can  put  their  name  to  the  event,  and  other  events  where  they 
sell  single-use  bottles  as  an  income  stream.  Transferring  the  mentality  to  selling 


alcohol. 
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reusable  bottles  as  an  income  stream  is  not  difficult,  but  it  is  a  change,  and  any  time 
there  is  a  change,  there  is  resistance. 

Commissioner  Wald  asked  if  it  makes  sense  to  make  changes  in  a  phased  approach. 
She  suggested  making  an  effort  to  find  a  promoter  of  a  particular  event  and  convincing 
them  to  be  a  test  case  to  show  people  how  it  can  be  done  and  to  leverage  the  ability  to 
accept  a  major  change.  Alternatively,  you  could  start  phasing  it  in  with  indoor  venues 
such  as  conventions  (e.g.,  Moscone  Center)  and  then  move  to  outdoor  venues,  because 
if  you  are  asking  people  to  change  the  way  they  are  doing  things,  it  is  important  to  have 
sufficient  sources  of  potable  water  available  to  convince  them  it  can  be  done.  She  likes 
the  idea  of  doing  a  prestigious  event  such  as  "The  Hardly  Strictly  Blue  Grass"  festival  to 
show  that  it  can  be  done.  Ms.  Gordon  stated  that  it  would  provide  the  opportunity  to 
learn  more  about  the  pitfalls  and  plan  for  them. 

Acting  Director  Assmann  discussed  considerations  to  ensure  that  it  would  work  (1) 
having  to  deal  with  the  logistics  of  supplying  the  water  in  an  efficient  way  at  places 
where  you  can't  give  free  bottles  to  everybody  because  it  would  not  be  economical;  and 
2)  the  need  to  provide  education.  You  want  people  to  think  of  a  reusable  water  bottle  as 
something  that  they  take  with  them  as  a  matter  of  course.  In  order  for  that  to  happen, 
you  have  to  convert  what  is  currently  in  place,  which  are  inefficient  infrastructure  drinking 
fountains  that  are  unsuitable  for  refilling  water  bottles.  He  reported  that  a  dispenser  is 
being  piloted  in  Yerba  Buena  Gardens  that  can  be  used  for  refilling  reusable  water 
bottles.  It  has  been  in  place  since  December,  and  Department  staff  is  working  with  the 
San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission  (SFPUC)  to  get  these  installed  at  different 
public  venues  around  the  City  over  the  course  of  the  fall.  Before  people  are  going  to 
start  taking  their  water  bottles  out  with  them  as  a  matter  of  course,  people  need  to  be 
able  to  refill  their  water  bottles.  If  there  are  a  network  of  these,  that  will  help  on  the 
education  side.  Simultaneously,  pilots  can  be  done  at  events  to  see  what  is  workable. 
You  don't  want  people  to  leave  their  home  without  their  water  bottle,  and  they  will  only 
do  that  if  they  know  it  will  be  refillable.  If  it  is  done  only  for  isolated  events,  it  is  not  going 
to  work,  because  people  will  forget.  You  want  it  to  be  something  they  think  of  on  a 
routine  basis. 

Commissioner  Wald  inquired  whether  the  dispensers  could  be  placed  in  City  buildings 
and  other  venues.  Acting  Director  Assmann  stated  that  the  "Global  Tap"  pilot  would  be 
put  in  Recreation  and  Park  Department  properties,  SFPUC  facilities,  etc.  Mr.  Davis 
stated  that  US  Pure  Water  has  a  number  of  systems  that  are  currently  located  in 
Moscone  Center  that  is  similar  to  what  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  has.  Most 
of  those  are  for  internal  staff,  but  that  could  be  expanded  depending  upon  the 
circumstance.  US  Pure  Water  has  also  put  in  drinking  fountains  for  different  buildings  in 
the  City  where  that  was  required  rather  than  the  bottle-less  water  coolers  that  look  like 
bottle  coolers  that  most  of  the  offices  have.  The  drinking  fountains  are  fine  to  use  for 
filling  bottles.  All  of  these  things  need  to  happen  at  the  same  time.  Acting  Director 
Assmann  stated  that  it  is  important  to  select  high-profile,  high-traffic  places  where  lots  of 
people  can  see  them. 

Me.  Jennifer  Kass,  Department  of  the  Environment  staff,  stated  that  there  will  be  a  list  of 
locations  where  "Global  Tap"  will  be  installed,  some  indoors  and  outdoors. 
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Commissioner  Wald  suggested  placing  an  Op  Ed  in  the  Chronicle  and  the  Examiner  so 
that  people  will  know  that  it  is  being  done  and  that  it  is  not  just  restricted  to  people  that 
happen  to  go  to  the  places  where  these  are.  Mr.  Davis  suggested  reviewing  where  it 
would  make  sense  to  install  something  permanently  so  it  can  be  used  for  subsequent 
events.  Acting  Director  Assmann  stated  that  it  would  make  sense  to  look  at  the 
locations  that  are  used  multiple  times  because  it  doesn't  make  sense  to  set  up 
something  event  by  event,  but  does  make  sense  to  set  up  a  system  that  could  be  in 
place  all  the  time.  Commissioner  Wald  responded  or  that  is  brought  out  at  appropriate 
times  so  if  you  need  x  water  stations  at  a  location,  the  City  purchases  or  leases  x  water 
stations  so  that  when  an  event  comes  there,  it  would  be  provided  for  them  as  a  way  to 
reduce  added  costs  if  there  are  added  costs  for  someone  who  wants  to  use  that  venue. 


Commissioner  Wald  stated  that  she  realizes  the  technology  will  change  going  forward. 
Would  it  make  sense  for  the  City  to  have  its  own  warehouse  of  these  things  to  give  or 
make  the  stations  available  to  people  at  events.  Mr.  Davis  stated  that  is  what  the  Port  of 
Long  Beach  did  on  a  small  scale.  Commissioner  Wald  inquired  where  the  water  was 
sourced  from.  Mr.  Davis  stated  that  they  have  to  find  a  potable  water  source  and  would 
often  have  to  hook  it  up  with  a  hose.  Ms.  Kass  stated  that  finding  a  potable  water  source 
would  be  a  challenge  in  some  locations.  Acting  Director  Assmann  stated  that  the  biggest 
logistical  challenge  is  finding  potable  water  because  some  locations  may  be  ideal,  and 
others  may  not  have  potable  water  close  by.  Commissioner  Wald  stated  that  it  would  be 
useful  to  have  a  sense  of  where  the  good  water  sources  are  and  not,  so  there  could  be  a 
reasonable  ordinance  that  did  require  someone  at  least  in  the  beginning  to  use  this 
system  in  a  place  where  there  isn't  potable  water  available,  and  the  City  would  have  a 
plan  with  the  PUC  to  fill  that  gap  over  a  particular  period  of  time.  Commissioner  Gravanis 
stated  that  she  appreciates  doing  all  of  these  things  simultaneously. 

Commissioner  Wald  suggested  coordination  with  the  San  Francisco  Unified  School 
District  so  kids  could  begin  to  talk  about  where  their  water  bottle  is  every  morning  when 
they  go  to  school.  Ms.  Gordon  stated  that  they  recognized  that  teens  like  drinks  other 
than  water,  and  one  of  their  major  sponsors  for  the  events,  Coke,  who  at  many  events 
gives  out  Dasani  water  and  PowerAid,  agreed  not  to  provide  Dasani  water  and  gave 
PowerAid  in  powdered  form  so  it  could  be  mixed  on-site  and  provided  at  some  of  the 
sporting  events.  She  stated  that  if  you  are  thinking  about  schools,  to  think  beyond  water 
and  think  about  other  disposable  beverages  and  plastic  containers  that  could  be 
provided  bottle-free  as  well. 

Mr.  Davis  stated  that  for  one  of  the  events  at  Slow  Food  Nation,  a  PUC  truck  with  water 
was  brought  to  the  event  and  dispensed  out  of  the  truck  through  a  dispenser.  There  are 
ways  to  provide  water  at  locations  that  do  not  have  potable  water  by  bringing  the  water 
in.  Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  the  PUC  could  make  water  available  at  certain 
times  similarly  to  what  they  do  for  volunteer  work  parties.  Mr.  Davis  stated  that  he 
helped  design  a  dispenser  for  an  organization  that  was  a  bank  of  16  dispensers,  so 
there  are  a  lot  of  possibilities  of  how  that  could  be  achieved. 


<r,-  e,. 


5  .ft 


Gavin  Newsom,  Mayor 

David  Assmann,  Acting  Director 
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Public  Comment 

Mr.  Andrew  Brousseau,  San  Francisco  citizen,  stated  that  his  concern  is  for  the  one-day 
events  where  someone  shows  up  without  a  refillable  container,  and  how  to  quench  their 
thirst.  Options  mentioned  were  to  hand  out  or  sell  refillable  containers.  He  suggested 
selling  the  refillable  container  so  people  think  before  they  make  a  purchase.  If  you  hand 
them  out,  people  will  have  too  many  of  them.  He  liked  the  idea  of  handing  out  the 
bottles  to  the  athletes  for  the  five-day  events  because  it  means  something  to  them.  He 
stated  that  he  supports  the  other  option  mentioned  to  sell  compostable  cups  and  tie  it  in 
with  educating  people  on  composting.  Mr.  Davis  stated  that  they  charged  $1 .00  a 
compostable  cup.  Mr.  Brousseau  stated  that  might  help  with  revenue  issues  with  not 
being  able  to  sell  bottled  water.  He  stated  that  the  third  option  of  providing  a  water 
fountain  is  a  good  option,  but  inquired  about  health  concerns  with  fountains  at  public 
events.  Commissioner  Wald  stated  that  her  sense  is  that  a  lot  of  water  fountains  are  not 
maintained  because  of  the  fear  of  health  consequences.  Commissioner  Gravanis  stated 
that  people  don't  use  fountains  as  much  because  they  bring  in  their  bottled  water. 

Mr.  David  Kupfer  expressed  his  support  of  the  Commission's  work  on  this  initiative.  He 
stated  that  there  was  discussion  about  the  need  for  social  marketing  because  people  are 
conditioned  by  the  past  and  the  throw-away  culture  that  has  been  maintained.  He  stated 
that  there  are  canteens  available  in  the  commercial  marketplace  that  have  been 
consumer-driven  that  have  been  seen  increasingly.  There  has  not  been  a  national  ad 
campaign  to  buy  reusable  water  bottles,  but  you  are  seeing  them  increasingly.  It  will 
take  a  bit  of  an  ad  or  marketing  campaign  through  the  media,  but  it  won't  be  too  difficult 
because  the  consciousness  of  plastic  waste  has  never  been  higher.  Mr.  Kupfer  stated 
that  he  worked  as  a  consultant  for  Hollywood  Studios  and  different  music  festivals. 
When  they  did  a  String  Cheese  festival  at  Oregon,  they  sold  at  cost  the  water  bottles 
rather  than  have  vendors  sell  the  throwaway  plastic  bottles.  There  was  an 
advertisement  on  the  bottle,  so  it  came  out  of  an  advertising  budget  in  terms  of  how  they 
were  purchased.  It  worked  successfully  and  those  individuals  that  chose  not  to 
purchase  the  reusable  canteen  were  given  an  option  of  a  very  inexpensive  paper  cup. 

Commissioner  Wald  stated  that  it  is  a  good  idea  to  sell  the  space  on  the  bottle  to 
minimize  the  cost.  Mr.  Kupfer  stated  that  it  is  especially  useful  to  sell  at  cost  in  order  to 
get  maximum  participation.  He  stated  that  it  would  make  sense  for  there  to  be 
municipally-owned  dispensers  with  multi-pronged  spigots  because  the  delivery  system  is 
key  to  success.  He  does  not  know  if  there  are  sufficient  systems  in  the  community 
existing.  Mr.  Kupfer  suggested  that  the  City  commit  through  either  one  department  or 
multiple  departments  to  making  these  units  available  for  events.  Acting  Director 
Assmann  stated  that  this  would  be  key  to  work  that  the  PUC  does.  Commissioner  Wald 
suggested  that  the  Commission  hold  a  joint  meeting  with  the  PUC  to  discuss  this  topic. 
Commissioner  Gravanis  suggested  starting  at  the  staff  level.  Mr.  Kupfer  stated  that  this 
initiative  would  have  a  big  impact  and  would  be  a  model  for  others. 

Mr.  Davis  stated  that  another  solution  for  people  that  attend  events  and  do  not  have  a 
reusable  water  bottle  or  may  have  resistance  to  purchasing  a  water  bottle  is  for  people 
to  put  a  deposit  on  a  reusable  bottle  and  return  the  bottle  at  the  end  of  the  event  and  get 
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their  money  back.  The  bottle  can  then  be  cleaned  and  reused  at  another  event.  The 
bottles  can  be  washed  or  put  in  the  dishwasher. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  asked  whether  staff  should  start  drafting  an  overall  program 
including  an  ordinance.  Acting  Director  Assmann  stated  that  more  work  and  research 
needs  to  be  done  first,  and  then  discussions  should  be  held  with  PUC  about  the  "Global 
Tap"  program  to  be  implemented  in  the  fall.  He  would  then  come  back  to  the  Committee 
with  a  list  of  suggestions  or  proposals  on  how  to  move  forward.  Ms.  Kass  suggested  that 
Commissioners  check  out  the  "Global  Tap"  system  at  Yerba  Buena  Gardens. 

This  agenda  item  was  continued  to  a  future  meeting  at  the  Call  of  the  Chair. 

6.  Review  and  Approval  of  the  Updated  List  of  Environmental  Organizations  to  send 
the  Commission  on  the  Environment's  Outreach  Survey  and  Survey  Revisions. 

Sponsor  and  Speaker:  Commissioner  Ruth  Gravanis  (Explanatory  Document: 
Environmental  Organizations  List  and  Survey)  (Discussion  and  Acton) 

Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  an  outreach  survey  was  sent  to  environmental 
organizations  to  try  to  make  sure  that  the  Commission  is  connected  with  grass  roots 
environmental  groups  and  others  in  the  community.  A  number  of  responses  were 
received  to  the  survey.  The  Committee  realized  that  a  more  complete  list  of 
environmental  groups  was  needed  to  send  the  survey  to.  Ms.  Fish,  Commission 
Secretary,  has  been  working  on  putting  together  a  list  of  additional  organizations  that 
were  not  included  in  the  list  the  first  time.  The  Committee  also  discussed  the  idea  of 
trying  to  upgrade  the  survey  based  on  responses  received  before  sending  it  out  to  more 
groups.  Additional  items  to  add  to  the  survey  that  were  previously  discussed  were  to  (1 ) 
offer  people  that  do  not  receive  the  Commission's  meeting  agendas  or  the  Department's 
electronic  newsletter  the  opportunity  to  do  so;  and  (2)  to  add  Acting  Director  Assmann's 
suggestion  to  ask  the  organizations  to  list  their  three  top  priorities  that  they  think  the 
Commission  should  be  working  on. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  a  number  of  groups  on  the  updated  list  appear  to  be 
statewide  or  international.  Acting  Director  Assmann  reported  that  the  list  includes 
groups  that  have  offices  in  San  Francisco  even  though  they  may  be  a  national 
organization.  Ms.  Fish  explained  that  many  groups  did  not  list  their  email  or  may  have 
an  email  page  directly  on  their  website.  In  this  case,  the  group's  telephone  number  or 
web  page  address  was  provided.  Acting  Director  Assmann  stated  that  the  groups  could 
be  contacted  to  request  their  email  address. 

Acting  Director  Assmann  stated  that  the  list  of  environmental  organizations  is  much 
larger  than  before,  but  not  complete.  Ms.  Fish  explained  that  there  is  another  site  that 
has  not  been  referenced  yet,  and  that  this  list  does  not  include  the  organizations  from 
the  previous  list  that  were  sent  the  survey.  Commissioner  Wald  requested  that  a  full  list 
be  provided  and  suggested  that  fellow  Commissioners  streamline  the  list  and  identify 
who  shouid  stay  on  or  not.  She  likes  the  idea  of  requesting  their  three  top  priorities  so 
that  the  Commission  agendas  could  be  stratified  by  subject  matters  they  may  be 
interested  in.  Those  groups  could  be  told  in  advance  that  they  would  be  sent  agendas  of 
issues  they  might  be  interested  in  as  opposed  to  sending  agendas  all  the  time. 


Gavin  Newsom,  Mayor 

David  Assmann,  Acting  Director 
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Commissioner  Wald  suggested  selecting  the  groups  that  Commissioners  are  most 
surprised  are  not  attending  meetings  and  calling  them  to  find  out  why.  Based  on  the 
response  received  to  the  initial  survey,  it  is  not  likely  that  people  who  are  overworked 
and  get  thousands  of  e-mails  every  day  would  fill  out  the  survey.  Commissioner 
Gravanis  stated  that  because  there  is  no  waste  of  paper  or  postage,  why  not  send  it  out 
to  all  of  the  groups,  find  out  what  their  mission  statement  is,  and  then  if  we  don't  get 
responses,  to  do  follow-up  phone  calls  to  those  that  do  not  respond  to  the  survey. 
Commissioner  Wald  stated  that  she  would  rather  talk  to  them  about  more  things  than 
what  is  on  the  survey  and  would  not  want  to  impose  on  them  to  do  both  the  survey  and  a 
telephone  interview. 

Commissioner  Wald  stated  that  the  real  information  that  is  needed  would  come  from 
people  that  actually  know  about  the  Commission  and  don't  come  to  meetings.  Is  the 
time  the  problem?  Is  it  because  there  is  no  stratified  agenda  list?  The  Commission 
needs  to  find  out  answers  from  people  who  have  an  organic  connection  to  the 
Commission's  activities  as  opposed  to  people  who  it  would  be  nice  to  have  come. 
Commissioner  Gravanis  suggested  calling  people  and  asking  question  5  on  the  Survey. 
Commissioner  Wald  suggested  asking  whether  they  know  that  they  can  send  comments 
on  an  agenda  item  by  email,  or  what  is  it  that  would  make  them  want  to  come  to 
meetings?  Acting  Director  Assmann  stated  that  groups  could  choose  to  receive  a 
"twitter"  model  of  an  agenda  that  describes  the  agenda  topics  in  the  subject  line  of  an 
email,  e.g.  school  sustainability,  bottled  water,  etc.  Ms.  Fish  stated  that  sorted  group  e- 
mail  lists  could  be  created  based  on  topics  of  interest.  Commissioner  Gravanis  stated 
that  it  would  be  better  for  groups  to  self-identify  their  main  interests  rather  than  going 
through  the  lists  to  figure  out  what  that  would  be. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  getting  people  to  meetings  is  not  her  primary  goal 
but  that  it  is  important  that  they  should  know  about  the  meetings  so  if  they  want  to  come 
they  can.  It  is  also  important  to  have  a  list  of  all  of  the  organizations  and  their  mission 
statements  in  a  database.  Commissioner  Wald  stated  that  the  Commission  needs  help 
in  figuring  out  what  it  should  be  doing,  and  she  is  not  certain  if  this  survey  will  help  us. 
Commissioner  Gravanis  suggested  asking  them  what  issues  are  important  to  them,  what 
they  are  working  on,  and  then  communicating  how  the  Commission  can  help  them  in 
order  to  get  them  to  think  about  using  the  Commission  and  making  sure  that  they  know 
that  the  door  is  open  to  make  suggestions.  Acting  Director  Assmann  stated  that 
selecting  the  three  important  issues  to  work  on  would  help  achieve  this.  Commissioner 
Wald  stated  that  she  would  prefer  giving  the  groups  a  list  of  issues  to  select  from  and 
then  asking  them  if  they  would  be  interested  in  receiving  agendas  from  the  Department 
on  those  issues. 

Acting  Director  Assmann  suggested  shortening  the  survey  to  a  two-minute  survey  so  it 
would  more  likely  be  answered.  Commissioner  Gravanis  suggested  going  to  the 
organizations  that  did  not  respond  and  ask  why  they  did  not  respond.  Was  it  sent  to  a 
person  who  does  not  work  there  or  was  it  not  passed  on  to  the  appropriate  person  at  the 
organization?  Acting  Director  Assmann  stated  that  a  lot  of  the  names  on  the  list  are 
individuals.  Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  the  survey  should  contain  a  line  that 
would  ensure  that  the  survey  is  forwarded  to  the  right  person  in  the  organization. 
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Acting  Director  Assmann  suggested  that  next  steps  would  be  to  integrate  the  two  lists 
currently  in  place,  incorporate  the  third  environmental  organizations  website,  and 
incorporate  the  grant  list  from  the  Environmental  Justice  and  Zero  Waste  teams.  Ms. 
Fish  inquired  whether  phone  numbers  should  be  included.  Commissioner  Wald 
responded  just  emails  at  this  time.  She  asked  that  the  source  of  the  list  be  noted  going 
forward,  e.g.  Zero  Waste,  Environmental  Justice,  Guidestar,  etc.  The  survey  revisions 
would  be  discussed  at  a  future  meeting. 

Public  Comment:  Mr.  Brousseau  stated  that  there  is  a  problem  with  long  surveys  and 
suggested  keeping  the  survey  short  and  succinct. 

7.  Director's  Updates.  Speaker:  David  Assmann,  Acting  Director  (Informational  Report 
and  Discussion).  There  were  no  Director's  updates  made  at  this  time. 

8.  Announcements.  (Discussion)  There  were  no  announcements  made  at  this  time. 

9.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Discussion)  New  business  and  future  agenda 
items  were  not  heard  at  this  time. 

10.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that 
are  within  the  Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no 
public  comment  at  this  time. 

11.  Adjournment.  The  Policy  Committee  Meeting  adjourned  at  7:00  p.m. 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1 )  the  Commission's  office,  1 1 
Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  California  between  the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  (2)  on 

the  Committee  meeting  website  https://sites.qooqle.com/a/sfenvironment.org/cornmission/policv- 

committee  with  each  agenda  or  meeting  minutes,  or  (3)  upon  request  to  the  Commission 
Secretary,  at  telephone  number  415-355-3709  or  via  e-mail  at  Monica. Fish(5)sfgov.org. 

The  next  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  meeting  is  scheduled  for  Monday,  July  12,  2010 
at  5:00  p.m.  in  Room  421,  City  Hall. 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

Approved: 


Gavin  Newsom,  Mayor 

David  Assmann,  Acting  Director 
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MONDAY,  AUGUST  9,  2010,  5:00  P.M.  ?ff^,F5ANCl,SC0 
City  Hall,  Room  421  PUBLIC  LIBRARY 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


COMMITTEE  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Johanna  Wald  (Chair),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice-Chair), 
Angelo  King 

ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 

1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call.  The  Policy  Committee  meeting  convened  at  5:03  p.m. 
Present:  Commissioners  Wald  and  Gravanis;  Absent:  Commissioner  King. 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  June  14,  2010  Policy  Committee  Regular  Meeting. 

(Discussion  and  Action)  Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Gravanis  and  second  by 
Commissioner  Wald,  the  June  14,  2010  Meeting  Minutes  were  approved.  (AYES: 
Commissioners  Wald  and  Gravanis;  Absent:  Commissioner  King)  (Explanatory 
Document:  June  14,  2010  Draft  and  Approved  Minutes) 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that 
are  within  the  Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no 
public  comment  at  this  time. 

4.  San  Francisco  Unified  School  District's  Sustainability  Activities  and  Plans  and 
Working  in  Conjunction  with  the  Commission  on  the  Environment.  Sponsor: 
Commissioner  Johanna  Wald,  Speaker:  Nik  Kaestner,  SFUSD  Director  of  Sustainability 
(Informational  Report  and  Discussion) 

Commissioner  Wald  stated  that  the  San  Francisco  Unified  School  District  (SFUSD)  and 
the  Department  of  the  Environment  have  a  productive  partnership  and  is  anxious  to 
explore  additional  ways  of  working  together  on  sustainability  activities  and  plans. 


Gavin  Newsom,  Mayor 

David  Assmann,  Acting  Director 
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(Explanatory  Document:  Presentation  to  the  Commission) 

Mr.  Kaestner  provided  an  overview  of  sustainability  programs  and  plans  at  the  SFUSD. 
He  reported  that  he  provides  quarterly  updates  to  the  Department  of  the  Environment 
and  works  with  staff  to  determine  synergies  between  the  two  agencies.  He  stated  that 
the  Department  and  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission  (SFPUC)  have  plans  to 
continue  funding  for  an  additional  two  years  on  sustainability  programs  that  SFUSD 
offers.  He  described  the  focus  of  sustainability  initiatives  (1 )  providing  environmental 
education;  (2)  the  Food  and  Gardens  Initiative— to  teach  about  the  cycle  from  soil  to  food 
to  compost  and  back  to  soil  again;  and  (3)  maintenance  of  facilities  and  operations. 

I.  Environmental  Education 

Mr.  Kaestner  stated  that  SFUSD's  most  important  charge  is  to  make  sure  students  are 
eco-literate  as  they  move  forward  to  college  and  beyond.  He  described  district  programs 
that  are  currently  in  place  that  include 

•  The  Wilderness  Arts  and  Literacy  Collaborative  Environmental  Academy  (WALC) 
offered  at  Galileo  and  Balboa  high  schools  that  provide  an  opportunity  for  students  to 
interact  with  the  environment  as  they  go  through  their  curriculum,  to  do  hands-on 
activities,  stewardship  projects,  and  leadership  development. 

•  Field  trips  to  the  Environment  Science  Center  located  at  Fort  Funston  to  learn  about 
the  coastal  ecology. 

•  The  Environmental  Service  Learning  Initiative  which  is  a  teacher  support  and 
development,  youth  leadership,  service,  and  environmental-awareness  program  for 
high-school  students. 

Mr.  Kaestner  reported  that  the  district  works  with  many  outside  educational  providers  to 
improve  indoor  and  outdoor  curriculum.  Meetings  are  held  with  educational  providers  to 
define  what  eco-literacy  means  to  them  and  the  district  and  to  determine  next  steps  to 
make  sure  students  will  be  eco-literate.  He  explained  that  SFUSD's  definition  of  eco- 
literacy  is  to  bring  about  an  awareness  of  ecological  principles,  to  change  attitudes  of 
students  to  care  through  place-based  education  (learning  about  local  ecology),  and 
improve  the  outdoors  through  stewardship  projects. 

Mr.  Kaestner  stated  that  one  of  SFUSD's  major  accomplishments  was  to  place  all  San 
Francisco's  environmental  education  programs  onto  one  website 
www.SFecoliteracy.com.  The  website  is  geared  toward  teachers  so  they  can  locate 
available  resources,  programs,  and  curriculum  available  for  the  classroom.  He  is 
currently  working  to  align  programs  offered  by  various  providers  with  state  standards. 
He  explained  that  the  state's  Environmental  Education  Initiative  curriculum  (EEI)  was 
recently  aligned  to  the  old  state  standards,  and  will  have  to  be  realigned  to  the  new 
common-course  standards.  SFUSD  is  working  through  the  same  process  with 
environmental  education  programs  in  the  community,  so  kids  can  be  tested  on  programs 
that  are  offered.  This  process  requires  a  lot  of  work  with  content  providers  so  they 
understand  SFUSD  standards  and  teach  in  a  way  that  supports  teachers.  Once 
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standards  are  established  and  placed  on  the  website,  plans  are  to  outreach  to  schools, 
especially  underserved  schools,  to  make  sure  they  know  about  this  resource.  Slide  6  of 
the  presentation  (see  explanatory  document)  shows  an  example  of  a  webpage  from  the 
www.sfecoliteracy.com  site  that  provides  information  on  a  program  offered  by  a  content 
provider,  the  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  (BAAQMD).  Teachers  are  able  to 
access  this  site  to  see  which  programs  provide  the  subject  matter  they  want  to  teach. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  inquired  how  transportation  for  field  trips  is  managed.  Mr. 
Kaestner  reported  that  it  depends  on  the  content  provider,  and  that  some  providers  will 
offer  field-trip  services  and  funding.  The  Department  of  the  Environment  has  a  field  trip 
program  that  takes  kids  to  a  variety  of  environmental  education  organizations.  In  some 
cases,  students  are  encouraged  to  take  public  transportation.  Continued  discussion  is 
being  held  to  work  on  removing  stumbling  blocks  and  identify  funding. 

Commissioner  Wald  inquired  whether  there  was  accountability  related  to  whether  the 
programs  are  geared  toward  tests  that  students  are  required  to  take.  Mr.  Kaestner 
reported  that  tests  do  not  cover  this  subject  matter,  but  there  are  state  standards  that  do. 
The  idea  is  to  encourage  teachers  to  feel  that  they  have  the  luxury  to  take  their  students 
outside,  so  they  need  to  see  a  connection  to  what  they  would  otherwise  be  teaching  in 
the  curriculum.  Commissioner  Wald  inquired  about  the  accountability  of  providers,  e.g., 
is  it  through  word-of-mouth  that  teachers  hear  about  other  teacher's  experiences  with 
content  providers,  or  does  SFUSD  make  an  attempt  bi-annually  or  annually  to  assure 
itself  that  the  providers  are  providing  the  material  that  they  should  be  providing. 

Mr.  Kaestner  stated  that  the  former  is  true  at  this  time.  He  explained  that  in  addition  to 
adding  the  standards  to  the  website,  a  site  would  be  added  for  teachers  to  evaluate  the 
programs  and  how  effective  the  program  was  in  meeting  standards.  This  would  be 
valuable  to  help  in  weeding  out  programs  that  don't  meet  these  qualifications.  He 
explained  that  the  providers  have  put  in  a  lot  of  work  in  supplying  this  information.  They 
will  now  be  asked  to  go  back  and  align  their  curriculum  with  standards,  so  providers  that 
are  not  desirable  from  a  teacher's  standpoint  may  not  be  placed  back  on  the  list. 

II.  Food  and  Gardens. 

Mr.  Kaestner  stated  that  the  goal  of  this  initiative  is  to  bring  about  an  understanding  that 
food  comes  from  nature,  not  from  the  grocery  store  aisle,  and  healthy  eating  and 
composting  is  part  of  the  natural  cycle  that  kids  can  get  involved  in.  Programs  discussed 
include: 

•    Green  Schoolyards — SFUSD  is  setting  aside  $1 50,000  of  bond  funding  for  greening 
projects  at  43  schools  so  far.  That  funding  will  be  applied  to  changing  school 
infrastructure  to  allow  for  educational  gardens.  The  2003  bond  funding  has  been 
extended  to  a  few  middle  and  high  schools.  The  goal  is  to  do  the  heavy  lifting  so 
that  parents  and  school  communities  can  plant  and  configure  the  spaces.  Prior  to 
doing  the  construction  work,  schools  will  go  through  a  master-planning  process 
where  they  sketch  out  what  they  would  like  for  their  entire  school,  and  then  choose 
one  phase  to  include  in  the  bond  project.  It  allows  them  to  think  about  how  that  first 
piece  of  funding  will  fit  into  what  they  might  want  to  do  later  as  more  funding 


11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
(415)  355-3700  environment@sfgov.org 


SFEnvironment.org 


J 


Printed  on  100%  post-consumer  recycled  paper,  processed  chlorine-free. 


r 


Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee 
August  9,  2010  Approved  Minutes 
Page  4 

becomes  available.  Many  schools  have  had  educational  gardens  before  this 
initiative  and  when  funding  becomes  available,  they  will  expand  what  is  in  place.  He 
explained  that  it  is  not  just  an  opportunity  to  grow  food  but  to  work  with  the  material 
and  understand  the  concepts. 

Many  schools  are  not  able  to  take  advantage  of  the  funds  right  away  because  they 
do  not  have  the  ability  to  develop  and  put  into  practice  a  maintenance  plan.  It  is 
important  that  the  school  community  has  the  ability  to  provide  their  own  maintenance 
for  the  garden  because  there  are  not  enough  landscapers  to  take  care  of  the  current 
landscaping.  The  key  component  is  for  schools  to  feel  it  is  part  of  their  curriculum, 
not  something  someone  else  has  to  take  care  of.  Slide  15  shows  an  example  of 
best  practices  of  Sherman  Elementary  School  before  green  schoolyards  and  after 
(slide  15). 

•  Garden  programs  such  as  rainwater  harvesting  ("Tap  the  Sky"),  tree  planting  through 
Friends  of  the  Urban  Forest,  and  Green  Schoolyard  Alliance,  Urban  Sprouts  and 
EcoSF  that  work  with  particular  schools  on  how  to  develop  garden  programs. 

•  Healthier  Food — within  the  constraints  of  the  federal  lunch  program,  the  district  is 
trying  to  expand  fresh  fruit  and  vegetables  and  healthier  food  standards.  SFUSD 
recently  got  upgraded  to  platinum  level  for  providing  healthier  food.  The  district  has 
a  nutritional  education  program  with  particular  schools  such  as  "Chefs  in  the 
Classroom"  and  Harvest  of  the  Month"  so  kids  can  learn  about  a  particular  seasonal 
vegetable  every  month  and  cook  something  with  it. 

•  Zero  Waste — The  Department  of  the  Environment  is  expanding  composting  to  all 
schools  and  administrative  sites.  By  2012,  he  hopes  that  all  schools  will  be 
composting.  The  unofficial  goal  is  to  reach  85%  diversion.  The  goal  is  to  analyze 
where  schools  are  in  their  diversion  rate,  which  schools  need  the  most  help  and 
which  implementation  measures  lead  to  the  best  diversion  rate  and  focus  on  those 
measures.  He  announced  that  135  Van  Ness  went  from  22%  diversion  to  79%  in 
the  last  month. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  inquired  whether  supplying  locally  grown  food  is  one  of  the 
criteria,  and  whether  there  is  an  effort  to  recognize  local  farmers.  Mr.  Kaestner  stated 
that  they  do  use  California-based  produce,  which  is  not  the  same  as  local  produce.  He 
explained  that  the  federal  school  lunch  program's  provider  is  based  in  Illinois  so  most 
food  that  is  not  produce  is  from  Illinois.  He  is  working  with  the  San  Francisco  Food  Bank 
to  identify  how  to  provide  a  local  food  system,  similar  to  a  kitchen  that  used  to  exist, 
where  food  is  prepared  centrally  and  is  distributed  to  the  sites  using  local  produce.  He 
discussed  federal  reimbursements  for  student  meals  and  explained  the  additional 
expense  involved  in  providing  a  meal  to  the  students  that  is  envisioned  as  appropriate. 
The  recent  reauthorization  is  in  the  Child  Nutrition  Act  which  increased  the 
reimbursement  by  five  or  six  cents. 

Mr.  Kaestner  explained  that  a  local  initiative  or  a  bond  measure  is  needed  that  would 
provide  significant  funding  and  leadership  from  Washington  to  change  the 
reimbursement  rates  based  on  cost-of-living  rates  in  particular  areas  since  the  cost  of 
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living  in  San  Francisco  is  much  higher  than  other  areas  in  the  country.  Commissioner 
Wald  suggested  researching  whether  there  are  farmers  or  farm  institutions  that  would  be 
willing  to  work  with  us  to  bring  costs  down  as  far  as  they  could  regardless  of  what  the 
federal  reimbursement  rate  is. 

III.       Facilities  and  Operations 

•  Green  Building-Mr.  Kaestner  discussed  educating  students  about  the  importance  of 
reducing  utility  bills  to  preserve  the  earth.  Schools  can  be  designed  and  operated  to 
reduce  environmental  impact  and  promote  healthier  and  more  productive  learning 
environments  (slide  20).  Green  building  plans  are  in  progress  with  a  focus  on 
existing  building  stock  and  how  to  improve  efficiency.  Standards  are  being  updated 
to  align  with  the  Collaborative  for  High  Performance  Schools  (CHPS)  criteria,  which 
is  similar  to  LEED  for  schools.  Since  projects  tend  not  to  have  complete  overhauls,  it 
is  more  important  to  have  specifications  and  procedures  in  place  to  line  up  with  the 
CHPS  standards.  It  is  not  likely  that  buildings  will  be  certified,  because  not  enough 
work  is  being  done  to  acquire  enough  points. 

Mini  projects  and  energy  audits  on  existing  schools  have  been  done,  and  there  will 
be  a  request  for  funding  in  a  new  bond  measure  to  help  in  the  efforts  to  reduce  utility 
bills.  Slide  22  shows  best  practices  example  from  the  Filipino  Education  Center  that 
has  an  HVAC  system,  lighting  sensors  and  basic  fundamentals,  but  does  not  include 
major  green  renovations.  There  are  plans  for  major  renovation  of  Willie  Brown 
Academy  in  the  Bayview  district  after  this  school  year. 

•  Healthy  Environment — There  is  a  focus  on  the  indoor  environment  through  the 
"Tools  for  Schools"  program  to  identify  air  quality  issues;  "Back  to  the  Tap"  to  switch 
to  tap  water;  Green  Cleaning  and  Integrated  Pest  Management  programs. 

•  Transportation — SFUSD  mandated  cleaner  diesel  in  their  school  busing  contract. 
The  focus  is  now  on  how  to  get  kids  to  schools  without  needing  a  car  through  the 
"Safe  Routes  to  Schools"  program  to  encourage  elementary  schools  to  bike  and  walk 
safely  to  school,  providing  commuter  benefits  to  staff  members  to  take  transit,  and  a 
grant  from  the  County  Transportation  Authority  to  install  bike  racks  on  all  sites. 

Mr.  Kaestner  stated  that  in  addition  to  what  can  be  done  at  the  district  administrative 
level,  it  is  important  to  engage  students,  parents,  staff,  and  the  community  in  greening 
schools.  Schools  are  engaged  through  the  "Green  Team"  program  (see  Slide  27)  to 
work  on  commuting,  schoolyard,  waste  stream  and  community  programs  (see  Slide  28). 
Slides  29-32  shows  pictures  of  kids  involved  in  the  "Safe  Routes  to  Schools"  program, 
tree  planting  from  the  tree-planting  campaign,  and  2000-gallon  rainwater  cisterns  being 
installed  at  Lafayette  Elementary  School. 

Commissioner  Wald  inquired  whether  SFUSD  is  working  with  the  Department  of  the 
Environment  when  referencing  the  CHPS  and  Green  Cleaning  Program  to  take 
advantage  of  the  work  that  has  already  been  done  as  part  of  the  Precautionary  Principle, 
e.g.  recommending  green  cleaning  products.  Mr.  Kaestner  explained  that  the  Green 
Cleaning  Program  was  developed  with  a  consultant  that  helped  the  Department  of  the 
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Environment  to  develop  its  own  specifications.  He  stated  that  Green  Cleaning  and 
CHPS  principles  are  similar  to  City  guidelines,  and  that  he  does  check  in  with  the 
Department  every  quarter  for  feedback. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  inquired  how  the  general  public,  other  than  parents  and 
grandparents  of  schoolchildren  find  out  about  SFUSD  activities.  Mr.  Kaestner  stated 
that  he  previously  worked  to  create  a  website  called  "Greening  the  Next  Generation" 
www.qreenthenextqen.com  so  people  who  are  interested  can  find  out  about  particular 
programs.  He  is  hoping  to  develop  a  new  campaign  around  that  website  to  green 
schools  by  encouraging  community  participation  through  volunteer  efforts,  providing 
funding,  or  providing  resources  for  overall  district-wide  goals.  Newspaper  articles  have 
increased  and  he  does  receive  calls  from  community  members  or  businesses  who  have 
read  about  programs  and  either  want  to  sell  something  or  want  to  find  out  more 
information  or  get  involved. 

Commissioner  Wald  suggested  making  announcements  to  the  public  through  bills  that 
residents  receive  about  the  district's  accomplishments  related  to  diversion  and  zero 
waste  and  composting.  Acting  Director  Assmann  reported  that  Recology  issues 
quarterly  newsletters  to  all  bill  payers  that  could  include  SFUSD  accomplishments,  and 
suggested  that  Mr.  Kaestner  contact  the  Department's  Outreach  Manager.  Mr.  Kaestner 
stated  that  SFUSD  issues  a  newsletter  that  this  information  could  be  added  to,  and  that 
he  would  work  with  Department  staff  on  this  effort.  Commissioner  Wald  suggested  that 
the  announcement  should  be  on  the  cumulative  impact  of  all  school  programs. 

Commissioner  Wald  inquired  whether  there  was  anything  else  the  Commission  could  do 
to  work  together.  Mr.  Kaestner  stated  that  he  likes  the  idea  of  staying  in  touch  in  terms 
of  publicity  once  the  campaign  is  fully  developed  and  would  get  back  to  the  Commission 
on  a  simulated  sketch  of  what  an  ideal  LEED  school  might  look  like  that  could  be 
brought  to  the  community. 

Public  Comment: 

Ms.  Miriam  Gordon,  citizen  of  San  Francisco,  inquired  whether  the  $150,000  bond  grant 
funding  was  per  school.  Mr.  Kaestner  reported  that  amount  was  per  site  (a  one-time 
$150,000  upgrade).  There  were  forty-three  schools  included  in  the  2003/2006  bond, 
and  each  one  of  them  in  sequence  will  get  access  to  the  Master  Plan  process  and  the 
$150,000  upgrade.  There  will  be  a  bond  website  that  will  show  what  schools  are 


Mr.  David  Kupfer  stated  that  he  reviews  the  SFUSD  newsletter  and  commended  Mr. 
Kaestner  on  his  work  with  programs  that  are  inherent  to  the  values  of  the  San  Francisco 
Public  Utilities  Commission  and  the  Department  of  the  Environment. 


5.  Bottled  Water  at  Events  on  City  Property.  Sponsor:  Commissioner  Ruth  Gravanis; 
Speakers:  Commissioner  Ruth  Gravanis  and  Miriam  Gordon,  California  State  Director, 
Clean  Water  Action  (Explanatory  Document:  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  Phase 


included. 
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Out  of  Bottled  Water  Purchases  Executive  Directive)  (Informational  Report  and 
Discussion) 

Commissioner  Gravanis  reported  that  this  agenda  item  was  briefly  discussed  at  the 
scheduled  July  Policy  Committee  meeting;  however,  there  was  not  a  quorum  for  the 
meeting  so  a  thorough  discussion  and  meeting  was  not  possible.  Department  of  the 
Environment  staff  member  Julie  Bryant  was  asked  to  report  to  the  Commission  on  some 
of  the  things  to  think  about  if  the  Department  and  the  Commission  were  to  purse  the  idea 
of  banning  the  sale  or  giveaway  of  single-serve  or  larger  plastic  bottles  of  water  on  City 
property.  She  came  back  to  the  Policy  Committee  to  discuss  the  Mayor's  Executive 
Order  that  is  currently  in  place  that  directs  what  the  City  can  spend  money  on.  If  a 
discussion  is  to  be  held  about  preventing  other  people  buying,  selling,  trading,  or  giving 
away  plastic  bottles  on  City  property,  it  would  have  to  go  the  route  of  an  ordinance 
passed  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors.  She  mentioned  that  many  cities  have  followed  suit 
since  the  Mayor's  Directive  on  stopping  the  spending  of  City  money  on  bottled  water. 
She  also  mentioned  that  Concord,  Massachusetts  voted  to  become  the  first  United 
States  town  that  bans  the  sale  of  all  bottled  water.  She  does  not  know  if  that  has  been 
challenged  or  has  gone  through  because  it  may  require  state  approval. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  the  Policy  Committee  is  considering  the  idea  of 
suggesting  that  an  ordinance  be  considered,  but  first  there  is  a  need  for  more  research. 
Ms.  Bryant  had  pointed  out  that  a  City  ordinance  may  not  pertain  to  City  departments 
that  are  quasi-state  or  federal  such  as  the  Port  or  Treasure  Island,  and  the  agencies  that 
would  be  most  affected  are  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department  and  Parking  and  Traffic 
because  they  issue  permits  for  street  fairs  and  events.  Other  venues  such  as  the  War 
Memorial,  Moscone  Center,  and  City  Hall  would  also  be  affected.  Ms.  Bryant  had 
mentioned  that  a  ban  would  work  very  well  for  events  where  tap  water  is  easily 
accessible,  such  as  the  City  Hall  rotunda,  where  water  could  be  served  in  water  pitchers 
and  glasses.  Water  could  also  be  made  accessible  at  other  venues  or  other  outdoor 
events  but  not  without  its  challenges. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  she  has  spoken  to  the  City's  bottle-less  water 
dispenser  vendor  who  has  provided  water  stations  for  many  city  events-indoor  and 
outdoor,  including  the  Green  Festival,  Oyster  and  Beer  Festival,  and  Slow  Food  Nation. 
She  introduced  Mr.  Michael  Davis,  with  US  Pure  Water  and  requested  that  he  speak  on 
this  topic  as  he  has  given  a  lot  of  thought  and  already  has  a  lot  of  technology  developed 
for  providing  water  for  big  events. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  people  could  bring  their  own  reusable  bottle  to  be 
refilled  from  the  station  that  would  be  set  up  or  buy  or  receive  a  give-away  reusable 
bottle  or  buy  a  cup  that  might  be  compostable  or  reusable.  There  are  a  lot  of  options. 
Some  of  the  logistical  challenges  that  Ms.  Bryant  listed  have  to  do  with  providing  water 
where  a  tap  or  spigot  is  not  accessible,  but  there  has  been  information  made  available 
that  this  situation  can  be  dealt  with.  It  might  be  difficult  in  a  place  such  as  Moscone 
Convention  Center  to  serve  water  to  thousands  of  people  within  a  tight  time  frame.  Mr. 
Davis  can  address  that  as  well.  Another  concern  was  with  dehydration.  Commissioner 
Gravanis  pointed  out  that  people  have  more  access  to  water  when  they  can  just  keep 
going  up  to  these  refilling  stations.  She  discussed  the  concern  that  there  may  be 


Gavin  Newsom,  Mayor 

David  Assmann,  Acting  Director 
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additional  costs  imposed  on  event  producers,  which  may  not  be  the  case  either. 
Commissioner  Gravanis  reported  that  she  discussed  this  issue  with  Ms.  Jennifer  Clary  of 
Clean  Water  Action  and  found  out  that  Ms.  Miriam  Gordon  has  already  done  a  major 
event  and  provided  water  to  people  without  the  use  of  plastic  water  bottles. 

Ms.  Miriam  Gordon  provided  an  explanatory  document  on  a  zero  waste  event  "The  San 
Francisco  Jewish  Community  Center  (JCC)  2009  Maccabi  Games."  She  stated  that  she 
participated  in  this  event  as  a  volunteer  and  not  in  her  capacity  as  Director  of  Clean 
Water  Action.  Ms.  Gordon  explained  that  the  Maccabi  Games  is  a  Jewish  youth 
athletics  event  that  is  held  every  summer  in  the  United  States,  Israel  and  other  countries. 
It  is  an  Olympic-style  sports  event  for  teens  in  the  Jewish  community.  In  the  United 
States,  the  events  are  held  every  summer  with  JCC's  in  different  cities  hosting  the  event. 
It  was  the  San  Francisco  JCC's  turn  last  summer  and  there  was  a  decision  to  green  the 
event  for  the  first  time. 

Ms.  Gordon  stated  that  she  had  asked  the  Chairs  of  the  games  to  consider  greening  the 
event  because  she  has  gone  to  so  many  events  in  the  past  where  kids  were  given  so 
many  plastic  beverage  containers  of  water  and  other  drinks  and  an  incredible  amount  of 
money  was  spent  on  it.  After  each  event,  the  fields  and  social  venues  were  littered  with 
left  over  plastic  water  bottles  and  other  beverage  containers  that  were  often  not  recycled 
in  many  locations.  Since  San  Francisco  is  such  a  green  city,  it  was  not  challenging  to 
sell  this  idea  to  the  Chairs  of  the  Maccabi  games.  She  became  the  green  team  chair 
and  decided  to  make  it  a  zero-waste  event.  It  was  a  challenge  on  how  to  make  it  a 
plastic  water  bottle  free  event.  Mostly  the  challenge  was  not  the  logistics,  but  people 
adjusting  to  the  concept.  Delegations  of  teams  were  coming  in  all  over  the  country,  their 
coaches,  and  the  heads  of  the  delegations  and  were  hearing  that  the  event  was  not 
giving  out  water  in  bottles.  The  biggest  investment  was  in  education  of  the  incoming 
delegations  and  families  hosting  the  athletes  for  a  week  and  getting  them  to  buy  into  this 
bottle-free  concept. 

Ms.  Gordon  explained  that  there  were  1200  athletes  participating  in  the  week  long  event 
consisting  of  five  days  of  planned  sporting  and  social  activities.  In  addition  to  1200 
athletes,  there  were  about  1800  participants  that  included  coaches  and  delegations 
coming  from  other  cities,  parents  that  were  visiting,  and  the  San  Francisco  community 
that  came  out  to  watch  the  spectators  and  help  as  volunteers.  About  3000  people 
participated  in  the  event  from  Sunday  night  to  Friday.  The  event  was  held  in  sporting 
locations,  parks  all  around  the  city,  and  schools.  The  hub  was  University  of  San 
Francisco  whose  facilities  were  used  for  a  lot  of  the  sports,  social,  and  dance  hall 
locations.  Other  schools  provided  their  gyms  as  well.  Big  social  events  were  held  at  the 
Cow  Palace  and  the  Design  Center.  So  there  were  many  facilities  that  were  used  all 
over  the  city. 

Ms.  Gordon  stated  that  planning  this  event  to  be  bottle-free  involved  making  sure  that 
the  contracts  for  the  food  vendors  that  served  lunch  and  dinner  involved  specifications 
for  zero  waste,  and  that  there  was  the  right  setup  for  waste  management  at  each  of 
these  venues  as  well  as  available  water.  Ms.  Gordon  explained  that  it  was  a  logistically 
challenging  event  and  explained  how  it  was  done.  She  stated  that  having  a  reusable 
stainless  steel  water  bottle  and  having  the  water  stations  where  the  teens  could  refill  the 
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water  was  going  to  be  the  way  to  accomplish  this.  Every  single  athlete  got  the  bottle  at 
the  beginning  of  the  event.  The  athletes  were  staying  with  host  families  and  had  to  have 
the  host  families  instructing  them  to  come  with  their  water  bottles  filled  during  the  day.  A 
recycling  coordinator  "Green  Mary"  who  does  a  lot  of  the  big  events  in  San  Francisco 
was  hired  and  ended  up  staffing  their  water  station.  She  was  a  great  choice  but  had 
never  done  a  zero  water  bottle  event  before  and  had  never  provided  water,  so  it  was  a 
learning  process  for  everyone. 

Ms.  Gordon  reported  that  she  had  met  with  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department  that 
had  informed  her  that  all  their  fields  had  potable  water.  Ms.  Gordon  referenced  the 
explanatory  document  page  1  picture  of  a  water  station,  which  is  a  ten-gallon  thermos 
filled  with  water  that  was  selected  for  the  event.  The  station  had  to  be  staffed  and  the 
thermos  had  to  be  constantly  refilled  throughout  the  day  for  day-long  events.  For  piece 
of  mind,  compostable  cups  at  the  water  stations  were  provided  for  those  athletes  that 
forgot  their  water  bottles.  By  the  end  of  the  event,  the  kids  were  all  using  their  water 
bottles.  It  was  great  education  for  kids  that  came  from  places  like  Florida,  Texas  and 
Mexico  and  all  over  the  country  that  have  very  little  recycling  even  of  water  bottles,  let 
alone  composting. 

Ms.  Gordon  explained  that  the  Maccabi  Games  turned  out  to  be  a  zero-waste  event. 
They  had  recycling,  trash,  landfill  and  compost  but  there  was  not  that  much  of  any  one  of 
those  things  because  they  gave  out  very  little  packaged  or  disposable  product.  Over  the 
course  of  the  five-day  events,  one-and-a-half  Recology-size  dumpsters  were  collected 
(32  cubic  yards  of  waste).  Only  six  percent  went  to  landfill  and  the  rest  went  to  compost 
and  recycling. 

Ms.  Gordon  reported  that  the  water  aspect  proved  challenging  because  they  were  told 
by  the  Recreation  and  Parks  Department  that  the  water  was  potable  so  it  was  not  tested. 
The  water  came  out  looking  brown  and  not  appealing,  so  it  was  not  served  at  the  water 
stations.  It  was  necessary  to  bring  in  water  from  other  nearby  locations  to  fill  the 
containers,  which  was  challenging.  The  take  home  message  if  you  are  thinking  about 
doing  plastic-free  events  is  that  you  need  to  make  sure  that  at  every  location  there  is 
potable  water.  There  were  many  reasons  for  doing  this  event  this  way,  and  the  City  has 
already  embraced  the  idea  of  bottle-free  purchasing.  In  addition  to  reducing  the  amount 
of  waste  sent  to  landfill,  it  was  estimated  that  they  prevented  the  distribution  of  18,000 
disposable  water  bottles  over  the  course  of  the  event  using  the  calculation  that  a  teen  at 
an  event  like  this  on  average  would  consume  three  plastic  beverage  container  drinks  per 
day,  which  may  be  conservative  considering  they  were  being  served  breakfast  lunch  and 
dinner  and  were  at  sports  events  all  day  long.  For  1200  teens,  estimating  three 
disposable  bottles  a  day,  the  conservative  estimate  is  that  it  avoided  the  purchase  of 
18,000  disposable  water  bottles. 

Ms.  Gordon  referenced  the  second  page  of  the  handout  that  provides  facts  and  figures 
from  commonly-known  sources  about  disposable  water  bottles  to  help  in  future 
deliberations.  She  stated  that  the  Pacific  Institute  has  been  doing  a  lot  of  research  on  the 
energy  and  carbon  emissions  related  to  the  use  of  plastic  water  bottles.  She  pointed  to 
one  study  that  most  people  are  not  aware  of  that  there  is  an  emerging  body  of  science 
that  shows  that  polyethylene  water  bottles  can  leach  phthalates,  a  known  hormone  and 
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endocrine  disrupter  into  the  water.  This  study  shows  at  levels  exceeding  U.S.  standards 
for  phthalates.  The  event  coordinators  felt  strongly  that  they  should  have  all  organic 
food  served  to  the  young  athletes  and  did  not  want  to  have  contaminated  water.  She 
stated  that  there  are  many  studies  that  have  shown  that  water  provided  in  plastic  water 
bottles  is  no  cleaner  and  often  more  contaminated  than  tap  water.  Since  San  Francisco 
is  so  fortunate  to  have  Sierra  snowmelt  for  its  water  supply  that  doesn't  run  through  any 
contaminated  soils  and  does  not  have  the  problems  of  a  lot  of  other  water  sources,  we 
should  as  residents  applaud  the  City  for  thinking  about  providing  water  at  events  without 
bottles  and  not  wasting  all  of  the  natural  resources  associated  with  providing  bottled 


Ms.  Gordon  encouraged  the  Policy  Committee  to  pursue  this  effort  and  offered  her 
assistance.  She  stated  that  Clean  Water  Action  is  very  much  in  favor  of  bans  on  single- 
use  disposal  goods  and  packaging  in  plastics  in  particular.  Clean  Water  Action  has  a 
"Taking  out  the  Trash"  campaign  and  is  currently  supporting  AB1998,  the  statewide  bag 
campaign  as  well  as  bans  on  polystyrene  food-ware  containers,  which  San  Francisco 
has  already  done.  Clean  Water  Action  is  very  much  in  support  of  actions  like  these. 

Commissioner  Wald  inquired  whether  only  the  athletes  were  given  access  to  water  or  if 
the  other  1800  people  that  were  at  the  event  could  come  to  the  water  stations  to  get 


water.  Ms.  Gordon  responded  that  the  water  was  provided  in  proximity  to  the  athletes 
and  was  primarily  for  the  athletic  participants.  It  was  very  labor  intensive  to  keep  filling 
the  jugs  so  they  were  not  promoting  that  the  visitors  and  volunteers  use  the  water  that 
was  provided,  but  they  were  not  barred  from  it.  Commissioner  Wald  inquired  whether 
there  were  crowds  at  the  water  station-what  was  the  largest  number  of  kids  that  showed 
up  to  request  water  and  how  hard  was  that  to  manage? 

Ms.  Gordon  responded  that  the  largest  crowd  was  when  they  had  all  1200  kids  on  the 
soccer  field  at  USF  at  the  Koret  Center  waiting  to  be  loaded  up  on  buses  to  do 
community  service  at  parks  in  San  Francisco.  There  were  about  eight  stations  around 
the  soccer  field,  and  there  may  have  been  two  or  three  kids  waiting  to  fill  up  their  water 
bottles,  so  it  was  not  a  problem.  There  were  water  stations  throughout  the  dining  area  at 
off-site  dinners  with  only  a  couple  of  kids  waiting.  You  have  to  plan  well  to  have  enough 
stations,  which  was  done.  By  the  end  of  the  event,  there  were  a  bunch  of  teens 
impressed  with  what  a  green  city  San  Francisco  is  and  learned  a  lot  about  waste  and 
recycling  and  went  home  with  their  water  bottles  thinking  more  about  our  disposal 
lifestyles.  She  stated  that  she  is  happy  that  the  event  not  only  diverted  waste  from 
landfills  but  was  educational  and  valuable  for  the  young  people  that  they  were  trying  to 
influence.  Commissioner  Wald  stated  that  the  Commission  knows  about  the  work  that 
the  JCC  is  doing  on  its  premises,  which  is  very  commendable.  Ms.  Gordon  stated  that 
she  is  part  of  the  JCC  green  team,  and  that  they  have  a  long  list  on  their  website  of 
everything  they  have  done  to  green  the  center,  and  they  have  applied  for  certification  as 
a  green  business. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  reported  that  "Green  Mary"  provided  the  water  dispensers  and 
filtration  for  the  Maccabi  Games  that  was  attained  through  US  Pure  Water.  Mr.  Michael 
Davis  of  US  Pure  Water  was  asked  to  speak  on  some  of  the  issues  that  were  discussed, 
e.g.,  how  many  people  could  be  served,  the  different  units  available,  which  ones  were 
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appropriate  for  sporting  events  with  3000  people,  which  ones  would  work  for  larger 
events,  or  which  ones  could  be  used  for  more  formal  events. 

Mr.  Davis,  US  Pure  Water  stated  that  they  are  the  supplier  of  bottle-less  water  for  the 
City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  and  has  helped  to  achieve  bottle  free  offices  in  City 
departments.  US  Pure  Water  also  does  a  lot  of  events  and  works  with  "Green  Mary"  to 
supply  dispensers  for  different  events  that  she  does,  which  varies  from  smaller  to  very 
large  events  where  there  are  tens  of  thousands  of  people.  Events  that  he  worked  on 
include  Slow  Food  Nation,  where  there  were  20,000  people  a  day  at  the  different 
venues.  As  a  result  of  providing  stations  where  people  could  refill  their  bottles, 
approximately  100,000  bottles  per  day  did  not  get  into  the  landfill.  Slow  Food  Nation's 
event  had  been  the  first  dispenser  prototype  and  was  a  bit  harder  for  the  public  to  use 
than  the  dispenser  currently  available.  The  current  dispenser  has  four  spigots  that  are 
used  for  most  events.  It  is  the  lever-type  operated  spigots  that  you  push  down  and  fill  up 
your  water  bottle  quickly.  The  Port  of  Long  Beach  got  three  of  these  dispensers  for  their 
Green  Port  event  that  served  approximately  100,000  people,  and  they  are  getting  a 
fourth  dispenser  for  this  year's  event.  There  were  lines  but  they  went  very  fast.  The 
Oyster  Festival  at  Fort  Mason  had  the  longest  lines,  but  they  also  went  very  fast 
because  there  was  no  money  exchange,  and  they  could  do  it  themselves. 

Mr.  Davis  explained  that  the  biggest  component  in  holding  a  successful  bottle-less-event 
is  educating  people  to  reuse  their  bottles  rather  than  throwing  them  away.  He  stated 
that  US  Pure  Water  often  filters  the  water  they  dispense  and  checks  to  make  sure  it  is 
potable  before  the  event.  He  discussed  other  successful  events  they  worked  on  such  as 
"Comedy  Day  in  the  Park  and  the  "Oyster  Festival."  Mr.  Davis  stated  that  there  were 
people  running  the  first-aid  station  at  the  Oyster  Festival  that  told  them  it  was  the  first 
year  that  no-one  passed  out  from  dehydration,  primarily  because  at  most  events  where 
you  have  to  purchase  beer  and  water,  people  would  purchase  beer,  and  they  are  less 
likely  to  fill  up  with  water  to  counteract  the  dehydration  that  occurs  when  you  drink 


Mr.  Davis  stated  that  they  use  more  upscale  dispensers  or  use  dispensers  to  fill  up 
pitchers  for  more  formal  events  such  as  sit-down  dinners  or  the  Slow  Food  Nation 
events  where  they  have  chefs  that  are  serving  different  kinds  of  food.  He  stated  that 
letting  people  know  ahead  of  time  to  bring  a  reusable  bottle  and  letting  them  know  where 
the  water  station  locations  are  is  important.  He  reported  that  he  will  be  providing  two 
stations  for  the  San  Francisco  Street  Fair  event  in  the  Mission  District,  and  people  will  be 
told  to  bring  their  own  reusable  bottle.  Other  options  are  to  give  away  or  sell  reusable 
bottles  at  the  event  or  sell  compostable  cups  instead  of  giving  them  away  so  as  to 
reiterate  the  message  that  you  just  don't  take  and  throw  away,  but  to  encourage  reuse. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  inquired  if  Mr.  Davis  foresees  any  pitfalls  or  opposition  if  the 
Commission  were  to  pursue  an  ordinance.  She  stated  that  Mr.  Davis  had  mentioned 
that  the  promoters  might  feel  that  they  receive  a  significant  amount  of  their  event 
revenue  from  the  sale  of  water  bottles.  Is  it  possible  to  offset  revenue  loss  by  selling 
reusable  bottles?  Mr.  Davis  stated  that  some  events  receive  funding  from  bottled  water 
companies  so  that  they  can  put  their  name  to  the  event,  and  other  events  where  they 
sell  single-use  bottles  as  an  income  stream.  Transferring  the  mentality  to  selling 
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reusable  bottles  as  an  income  stream  is  not  difficult,  but  it  is  a  change,  and  any  time 
there  is  a  change,  there  is  resistance. 

Commissioner  Wald  asked  if  it  makes  sense  to  make  changes  in  a  phased  approach. 
She  suggested  making  an  effort  to  find  a  promoter  of  a  particular  event  and  convincing 
them  to  be  a  test  case  to  show  people  how  it  can  be  done  and  to  leverage  the  ability  to 
accept  a  major  change.  Alternatively,  you  could  start  phasing  it  in  with  indoor  venues 
such  as  conventions  (e.g.,  Moscone  Center)  and  then  move  to  outdoor  venues,  because 
if  you  are  asking  people  to  change  the  way  they  are  doing  things,  it  is  important  to  have 
sufficient  sources  of  potable  water  available  to  convince  them  it  can  be  done.  She  likes 
the  idea  of  doing  a  prestigious  event  such  as  "The  Hardly  Strictly  Blue  Grass"  festival  to 
show  that  it  can  be  done.  Ms.  Gordon  stated  that  it  would  provide  the  opportunity  to 
learn  more  about  the  pitfalls  and  plan  for  them. 

Acting  Director  Assmann  discussed  considerations  to  ensure  that  it  would  work  (1) 
having  to  deal  with  the  logistics  of  supplying  the  water  in  an  efficient  way  at  places 
where  you  can't  give  free  bottles  to  everybody  because  it  would  not  be  economical;  and 
2)  the  need  to  provide  education.  You  want  people  to  think  of  a  reusable  water  bottle  as 
something  that  they  take  with  them  as  a  matter  of  course.  In  order  for  that  to  happen, 
you  have  to  convert  what  is  currently  in  place,  which  are  inefficient  infrastructure  drinking 
fountains  that  are  unsuitable  for  refilling  water  bottles.  He  reported  that  a  dispenser  is 
being  piloted  in  Yerba  Buena  Gardens  that  can  be  used  for  refilling  reusable  water 
bottles.  It  has  been  in  place  since  December,  and  Department  staff  is  working  with  the 
San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission  (SFPUC)  to  get  these  installed  at  different 
public  venues  around  the  City  over  the  course  of  the  fall.  Before  people  are  going  to 
start  taking  their  water  bottles  out  with  them  as  a  matter  of  course,  people  need  to  be 
able  to  refill  their  water  bottles.  If  there  are  a  network  of  these,  that  will  help  on  the 
education  side.  Simultaneously,  pilots  can  be  done  at  events  to  see  what  is  workable. 
You  don't  want  people  to  leave  their  home  without  their  water  bottle,  and  they  will  only 
do  that  if  they  know  it  will  be  refillable.  If  it  is  done  only  for  isolated  events,  it  is  not  going 
to  work,  because  people  will  forget.  You  want  it  to  be  something  they  think  of  on  a 
routine  basis. 

Commissioner  Wald  inquired  whether  the  dispensers  could  be  placed  in  City  buildings 
and  other  venues.  Acting  Director  Assmann  stated  that  the  "Global  Tap"  pilot  would  be 
put  in  Recreation  and  Park  Department  properties,  SFPUC  facilities,  etc.  Mr.  Davis 
stated  that  US  Pure  Water  has  a  number  of  systems  that  are  currently  located  in 
Moscone  Center  that  is  similar  to  what  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  has.  Most 
of  those  are  for  internal  staff,  but  that  could  be  expanded  depending  upon  the 
circumstance.  US  Pure  Water  has  also  put  in  drinking  fountains  for  different  buildings  in 
the  City  where  that  was  required  rather  than  the  bottle-less  water  coolers  that  look  like 
bottle  coolers  that  most  of  the  offices  have.  The  drinking  fountains  are  fine  to  use  for 
filling  bottles.  All  of  these  things  need  to  happen  at  the  same  time.  Acting  Director 
Assmann  stated  that  it  is  important  to  select  high-profile,  high-traffic  places  where  lots  of 
people  can  see  them. 

Me.  Jennifer  Kass,  Department  of  the  Environment  staff,  stated  that  there  will  be  a  list  of 
locations  where  "Global  Tap"  will  be  installed,  some  indoors  and  outdoors. 


\.  §     Gavin  Newsom,  Mayor 
jf-j?      David  Assmann,  Acting  Director 
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Commissioner  Wald  suggested  placing  an  Op  Ed  in  the  Chronicle  and  the  Examiner  so 
that  people  will  know  that  it  is  being  done  and  that  it  is  not  just  restricted  to  people  that 
happen  to  go  to  the  places  where  these  are.  Mr.  Davis  suggested  reviewing  where  it 
would  make  sense  to  install  something  permanently  so  it  can  be  used  for  subsequent 
events.  Acting  Director  Assmann  stated  that  it  would  make  sense  to  look  at  the 
locations  that  are  used  multiple  times  because  it  doesn't  make  sense  to  set  up 
something  event  by  event,  but  does  make  sense  to  set  up  a  system  that  could  be  in 
place  all  the  time.  Commissioner  Wald  responded  or  that  is  brought  out  at  appropriate 
times  so  if  you  need  x  water  stations  at  a  location,  the  City  purchases  or  leases  x  water 
stations  so  that  when  an  event  comes  there,  it  would  be  provided  for  them  as  a  way  to 
reduce  added  costs  if  there  are  added  costs  for  someone  who  wants  to  use  that  venue. 

Commissioner  Wald  stated  that  she  realizes  the  technology  will  change  going  forward. 
Would  it  make  sense  for  the  City  to  have  its  own  warehouse  of  these  things  to  give  or 
make  the  stations  available  to  people  at  events.  Mr.  Davis  stated  that  is  what  the  Port  of 
Long  Beach  did  on  a  small  scale.  Commissioner  Wald  inquired  where  the  water  was 
sourced  from.  Mr.  Davis  stated  that  they  have  to  find  a  potable  water  source  and  would 
often  have  to  hook  it  up  with  a  hose.  Ms.  Kass  stated  that  finding  a  potable  water  source 
would  be  a  challenge  in  some  locations.  Acting  Director  Assmann  stated  that  the  biggest 
logistical  challenge  is  finding  potable  water  because  some  locations  may  be  ideal,  and 
others  may  not  have  potable  water  close  by.  Commissioner  Wald  stated  that  it  would  be 
useful  to  have  a  sense  of  where  the  good  water  sources  are  and  not,  so  there  could  be  a 
reasonable  ordinance  that  did  require  someone  at  least  in  the  beginning  to  use  this 
system  in  a  place  where  there  isn't  potable  water  available,  and  the  City  would  have  a 
plan  with  the  PUC  to  fill  that  gap  over  a  particular  period  of  time.  Commissioner  Gravanis 
stated  that  she  appreciates  doing  all  of  these  things  simultaneously. 

Commissioner  Wald  suggested  coordination  with  the  San  Francisco  Unified  School 
District  so  kids  could  begin  to  talk  about  where  their  water  bottle  is  every  morning  when 
they  go  to  school.  Ms.  Gordon  stated  that  they  recognized  that  teens  like  drinks  other 
than  water,  and  one  of  their  major  sponsors  for  the  events,  Coke,  who  at  many  events 
gives  out  Dasani  water  and  PowerAid,  agreed  not  to  provide  Dasani  water  and  gave 
PowerAid  in  powdered  form  so  it  could  be  mixed  on-site  and  provided  at  some  of  the 
sporting  events.  She  stated  that  if  you  are  thinking  about  schools,  to  think  beyond  water 
and  think  about  other  disposable  beverages  and  plastic  containers  that  could  be 
provided  bottle-free  as  well. 

Mr.  Davis  stated  that  for  one  of  the  events  at  Slow  Food  Nation,  a  PUC  truck  with  water 
was  brought  to  the  event  and  dispensed  out  of  the  truck  through  a  dispenser.  There  are 
ways  to  provide  water  at  locations  that  do  not  have  potable  water  by  bringing  the  water 
in.  Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  the  PUC  could  make  water  available  at  certain 
times  similarly  to  what  they  do  for  volunteer  work  parties.  Mr.  Davis  stated  that  he 
helped  design  a  dispenser  for  an  organization  that  was  a  bank  of  16  dispensers,  so 
there  are  a  lot  of  possibilities  of  how  that  could  be  achieved. 


I^fijjgfjf*/'     David  Assmann,  Acting  Director 
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Public  Comment 

Mr.  Andrew  Brousseau,  San  Francisco  citizen,  stated  that  his  concern  is  for  the  one-day 
events  where  someone  shows  up  without  a  refillable  container,  and  how  to  quench  their 
thirst.  Options  mentioned  were  to  hand  out  or  sell  refillable  containers.  He  suggested 
selling  the  refillable  container  so  people  think  before  they  make  a  purchase.  If  you  hand 
them  out,  people  will  have  too  many  of  them.  He  liked  the  idea  of  handing  out  the 
bottles  to  the  athletes  for  the  five-day  events  because  it  means  something  to  them.  He 
stated  that  he  supports  the  other  option  mentioned  to  sell  compostable  cups  and  tie  it  in 
with  educating  people  on  composting.  Mr.  Davis  stated  that  they  charged  $1 .00  a 
compostable  cup.  Mr.  Brousseau  stated  that  might  help  with  revenue  issues  with  not 
being  able  to  sell  bottled  water.  He  stated  that  the  third  option  of  providing  a  water 
fountain  is  a  good  option,  but  inquired  about  health  concerns  with  fountains  at  public 
events.  Commissioner  Wald  stated  that  her  sense  is  that  a  lot  of  water  fountains  are  not 
maintained  because  of  the  fear  of  health  consequences.  Commissioner  Gravanis  stated 
that  people  don't  use  fountains  as  much  because  they  bring  in  their  bottled  water. 

Mr.  David  Kupfer  expressed  his  support  of  the  Commission's  work  on  this  initiative.  He 
stated  that  there  was  discussion  about  the  need  for  social  marketing  because  people  are 
conditioned  by  the  past  and  the  throw-away  culture  that  has  been  maintained.  He  stated 
that  there  are  canteens  available  in  the  commercial  marketplace  that  have  been 
consumer-driven  that  have  been  seen  increasingly.  There  has  not  been  a  national  ad 
campaign  to  buy  reusable  water  bottles,  but  you  are  seeing  them  increasingly.  It  will 
take  a  bit  of  an  ad  or  marketing  campaign  through  the  media,  but  it  won't  be  too  difficult 
because  the  consciousness  of  plastic  waste  has  never  been  higher.  Mr.  Kupfer  stated 
that  he  worked  as  a  consultant  for  Hollywood  Studios  and  different  music  festivals. 
When  they  did  a  String  Cheese  festival  at  Oregon,  they  sold  at  cost  the  water  bottles 
rather  than  have  vendors  sell  the  throwaway  plastic  bottles.  There  was  an 
advertisement  on  the  bottle,  so  it  came  out  of  an  advertising  budget  in  terms  of  how  they 
were  purchased.  It  worked  successfully  and  those  individuals  that  chose  not  to 
purchase  the  reusable  canteen  were  given  an  option  of  a  very  inexpensive  paper  cup. 

Commissioner  Wald  stated  that  it  is  a  good  idea  to  sell  the  space  on  the  bottle  to 
minimize  the  cost.  Mr.  Kupfer  stated  that  it  is  especially  useful  to  sell  at  cost  in  order  to 
get  maximum  participation.  He  stated  that  it  would  make  sense  for  there  to  be 
municipally-owned  dispensers  with  multi-pronged  spigots  because  the  delivery  system  is 
key  to  success.  He  does  not  know  if  there  are  sufficient  systems  in  the  community 
existing.  Mr.  Kupfer  suggested  that  the  City  commit  through  either  one  department  or 
multiple  departments  to  making  these  units  available  for  events.  Acting  Director 
Assmann  stated  that  this  would  be  key  to  work  that  the  PUC  does.  Commissioner  Wald 
suggested  that  the  Commission  hold  a  joint  meeting  with  the  PUC  to  discuss  this  topic. 
Commissioner  Gravanis  suggested  starting  at  the  staff  level.  Mr.  Kupfer  stated  that  this 
initiative  would  have  a  big  impact  and  would  be  a  model  for  others. 

Mr.  Davis  stated  that  another  solution  for  people  that  attend  events  and  do  not  have  a 
reusable  water  bottle  or  may  have  resistance  to  purchasing  a  water  bottle  is  for  people 
to  put  a  deposit  on  a  reusable  bottle  and  return  the  bottle  at  the  end  of  the  event  and  get 


\B     Gavin  Newsom,  Mayor 
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their  money  back.  The  bottle  can  then  be  cleaned  and  reused  at  another  event.  The 
bottles  can  be  washed  or  put  in  the  dishwasher. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  asked  whether  staff  should  start  drafting  an  overall  program 
including  an  ordinance.  Acting  Director  Assmann  stated  that  more  work  and  research 
needs  to  be  done  first,  and  then  discussions  should  be  held  with  PUC  about  the  "Global 
Tap"  program  to  be  implemented  in  the  fall.  He  would  then  come  back  to  the  Committee 
with  a  list  of  suggestions  or  proposals  on  how  to  move  forward.  Ms.  Kass  suggested  that 
Commissioners  check  out  the  "Global  Tap"  system  at  Yerba  Buena  Gardens. 

This  agenda  item  was  continued  to  a  future  meeting  at  the  Call  of  the  Chair. 

6.  Review  and  Approval  of  the  Updated  List  of  Environmental  Organizations  to  send 
the  Commission  on  the  Environment's  Outreach  Survey  and  Survey  Revisions. 

Sponsor  and  Speaker:  Commissioner  Ruth  Gravanis  (Explanatory  Document: 
Environmental  Organizations  List  and  Survey)  (Discussion  and  Acton) 

Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  an  outreach  survey  was  sent  to  environmental 
organizations  to  try  to  make  sure  that  the  Commission  is  connected  with  grass  roots 
environmental  groups  and  others  in  the  community.  A  number  of  responses  were 
received  to  the  survey.  The  Committee  realized  that  a  more  complete  list  of 
environmental  groups  was  needed  to  send  the  survey  to.  Ms.  Fish,  Commission 
Secretary,  has  been  working  on  putting  together  a  list  of  additional  organizations  that 
were  not  included  in  the  list  the  first  time.  The  Committee  also  discussed  the  idea  of 
trying  to  upgrade  the  survey  based  on  responses  received  before  sending  it  out  to  more 
groups.  Additional  items  to  add  to  the  survey  that  were  previously  discussed  were  to  (1 ) 
offer  people  that  do  not  receive  the  Commission's  meeting  agendas  or  the  Department's 
electronic  newsletter  the  opportunity  to  do  so;  and  (2)  to  add  Acting  Director  Assmann's 
suggestion  to  ask  the  organizations  to  list  their  three  top  priorities  that  they  think  the 
Commission  should  be  working  on. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  a  number  of  groups  on  the  updated  list  appear  to  be 
statewide  or  international.  Acting  Director  Assmann  reported  that  the  list  includes 
groups  that  have  offices  in  San  Francisco  even  though  they  may  be  a  national 
organization.  Ms.  Fish  explained  that  many  groups  did  not  list  their  email  or  may  have 
an  email  page  directly  on  their  website.  In  this  case,  the  group's  telephone  number  or 
web  page  address  was  provided.  Acting  Director  Assmann  stated  that  the  groups  could 
be  contacted  to  request  their  email  address. 

Acting  Director  Assmann  stated  that  the  list  of  environmental  organizations  is  much 
larger  than  before,  but  not  complete.  Ms.  Fish  explained  that  there  is  another  site  that 
has  not  been  referenced  yet,  and  that  this  list  does  not  include  the  organizations  from 
the  previous  list  that  were  sent  the  survey.  Commissioner  Wald  requested  that  a  full  list 
be  provided  and  suggested  that  fellow  Commissioners  streamline  the  list  and  identify 
who  should  stay  on  or  not.  She  likes  the  idea  of  requesting  their  three  top  priorities  so 
that  the  Commission  agendas  could  be  stratified  by  subject  matters  they  may  be 
interested  in.  Those  groups  could  be  told  in  advance  that  they  would  be  sent  agendas  of 
issues  they  might  be  interested  in  as  opposed  to  sending  agendas  all  the  time. 


'  ^MWaf  '     Gavin  Newsom,  Mayor 
'-*it$r.-*      David  Assmann,  Acling  Director 
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Commissioner  Wald  suggested  selecting  the  groups  that  Commissioners  are  most 
surprised  are  not  attending  meetings  and  calling  them  to  find  out  why.  Based  on  the 
response  received  to  the  initial  survey,  it  is  not  likely  that  people  who  are  overworked 
and  get  thousands  of  e-mails  every  day  would  fill  out  the  survey.  Commissioner 
Gravanis  stated  that  because  there  is  no  waste  of  paper  or  postage,  why  not  send  it  out 
to  all  of  the  groups,  find  out  what  their  mission  statement  is,  and  then  if  we  don't  get 
responses,  to  do  follow-up  phone  calls  to  those  that  do  not  respond  to  the  survey. 
Commissioner  Wald  stated  that  she  would  rather  talk  to  them  about  more  things  than 
what  is  on  the  survey  and  would  not  want  to  impose  on  them  to  do  both  the  survey  and  a 
telephone  interview. 

Commissioner  Wald  stated  that  the  real  information  that  is  needed  would  come  from 
people  that  actually  know  about  the  Commission  and  don't  come  to  meetings.  Is  the 
time  the  problem?  Is  it  because  there  is  no  stratified  agenda  list?  The  Commission 
needs  to  find  out  answers  from  people  who  have  an  organic  connection  to  the 
Commission's  activities  as  opposed  to  people  who  it  would  be  nice  to  have  come. 
Commissioner  Gravanis  suggested  calling  people  and  asking  question  5  on  the  Survey. 
Commissioner  Wald  suggested  asking  whether  they  know  that  they  can  send  comments 
on  an  agenda  item  by  email,  or  what  is  it  that  would  make  them  want  to  come  to 
meetings?  Acting  Director  Assmann  stated  that  groups  could  choose  to  receive  a 
"twitter"  model  of  an  agenda  that  describes  the  agenda  topics  in  the  subject  line  of  an 
email,  e.g.  school  sustainability,  bottled  water,  etc.  Ms.  Fish  stated  that  sorted  group  e- 
mail  lists  could  be  created  based  on  topics  of  interest.  Commissioner  Gravanis  stated 
that  it  would  be  better  for  groups  to  self-identify  their  main  interests  rather  than  going 
through  the  lists  to  figure  out  what  that  would  be. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  getting  people  to  meetings  is  not  her  primary  goal 
but  that  it  is  important  that  they  should  know  about  the  meetings  so  if  they  want  to  come 
they  can.  It  is  also  important  to  have  a  list  of  all  of  the  organizations  and  their  mission 
statements  in  a  database.  Commissioner  Wald  stated  that  the  Commission  needs  help 
in  figuring  out  what  it  should  be  doing,  and  she  is  not  certain  if  this  survey  will  help  us. 
Commissioner  Gravanis  suggested  asking  them  what  issues  are  important  to  them,  what 
they  are  working  on,  and  then  communicating  how  the  Commission  can  help  them  in 
order  to  get  them  to  think  about  using  the  Commission  and  making  sure  that  they  know 
that  the  door  is  open  to  make  suggestions.  Acting  Director  Assmann  stated  that 
selecting  the  three  important  issues  to  work  on  would  help  achieve  this.  Commissioner 
Wald  stated  that  she  would  prefer  giving  the  groups  a  list  of  issues  to  select  from  and 
then  asking  them  if  they  would  be  interested  in  receiving  agendas  from  the  Department 
on  those  issues. 

Acting  Director  Assmann  suggested  shortening  the  survey  to  a  two-minute  survey  so  it 
would  more  likely  be  answered.  Commissioner  Gravanis  suggested  going  to  the 
organizations  that  did  not  respond  and  ask  why  they  did  not  respond.  Was  it  sent  to  a 
person  who  does  not  work  there  or  was  it  not  passed  on  to  the  appropriate  person  at  the 
organization?  Acting  Director  Assmann  stated  that  a  lot  of  the  names  on  the  list  are 
individuals.  Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  the  survey  should  contain  a  line  that 
would  ensure  that  the  survey  is  forwarded  to  the  right  person  in  the  organization. 


Gavin  Newsom,  Mayor 

David  Assmann,  Acting  Director 
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Acting  Director  Assmann  suggested  that  next  steps  would  be  to  integrate  the  two  lists 
currently  in  place,  incorporate  the  third  environmental  organizations  website,  and 
incorporate  the  grant  list  from  the  Environmental  Justice  and  Zero  Waste  teams.  Ms. 
Fish  inquired  whether  phone  numbers  should  be  included.  Commissioner  Wald 
responded  just  emails  at  this  time.  She  asked  that  the  source  of  the  list  be  noted  going 
forward,  e.g.  Zero  Waste,  Environmental  Justice,  Guidestar,  etc.  The  survey  revisions 
would  be  discussed  at  a  future  meeting. 

Public  Comment:  Mr.  Brousseau  stated  that  there  is  a  problem  with  long  surveys  and 
suggested  keeping  the  survey  short  and  succinct. 

7.  Director's  Updates.  Speaker:  David  Assmann,  Acting  Director  (Informational  Report 
and  Discussion).  There  were  no  Director's  updates  made  at  this  time. 

8.  Announcements.  (Discussion)  There  were  no  announcements  made  at  this  time. 

9.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Discussion)  New  business  and  future  agenda 
items  were  not  heard  at  this  time. 

10.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that 
are  within  the  Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no 
public  comment  at  this  time. 

11.  Adjournment.  The  Policy  Committee  Meeting  adjourned  at  7:00  p.m. 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1 )  the  Commission's  office,  1 1 
Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  California  between  the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  (2)  on 

the  Committee  meeting  website  https://sites.qooqle.com/a/sfenvironment.orq/commission/policv- 

committee  with  each  agenda  or  meeting  minutes,  or  (3)  upon  request  to  the  Commission 
Secretary,  at  telephone  number  415-355-3709  or  via  e-mail  at  Monica. Fish(5)sfgov.org. 

The  next  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  meeting  is  scheduled  for  Monday,  September 
13,  2010  at  5:00  p.m.  in  Room  421,  City  Hall. 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

Approved:  September  13,  2010 


11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
(415)  355-3700  environment@sfgov.org 


SFEnvironment.org 


Printed  on  t00%  post  consumer  recycled  paper,  processed  chlorine-free. 


SF  Environment 


Our  home.  Our  city.  Our  planet. 


GAVIN  NEWSOM 


Mayor 


M  ELAN  IE  NUTTER 


Director 


CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 
COMMISSION  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT 
POLICY  COMMITTEE 


GOVERNMENT 


NOTICE  OF  REGULAR  MEETING  AND  AGENDA 

MONDAY,  SEPTEMBER  13,  2010,  5:00  P.M. 
City  Hall,  Room  421 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


SEP  1  0  20 1Q 
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SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


COMMITTEE  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Johanna  Wald  (Chair),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice-Chair),  Angelo  King 


1 .  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call. 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  August  9,  2010  Policy  Committee  Regular  Meeting.  (Explanatory 
Document:  August  9,  2010  Draft  Minutes)  (Discussion  and  Action) 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda. 

4.  State  Legislative  Update.  Sponsor:  Melanie  Nutter,  Director;  Speakers:  Mark  Westlund,  Program 
Outreach  Manager  (10  minutes)  and  Debbie  Raphael,  Toxics  Reduction  Program  Manager  (5  minutes) 

5.  Department  of  the  Environment  Staff  Comments  on  the  Treasure  Island  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Report  (Draft  EIR).  Sponsor:  Commissioner  Ruth  Gravanis;  Speaker:  Mark  Palmer, 
(Explanatory  Document:  Staff  Comments  and  Treasure  Island  Draft  EIR— select  Treasure  Island  Draft 
EIR  sections  from  index  at  this  link  http://www.sfplanning.orq/index.aspx?paqe=1828)  (Informational 
Report  and  Discussion) 

6.  Director's  Report  and  Updates.  Speaker:  Melanie  Nutter,  Director  (45  minutes)  (Informational  Report 
and  Discussion) 

7.  Announcements.  (Discussion) 

8.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Discussion) 

9.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda. 

10.  Adjournment. 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary,  TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

The  next  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  meeting  is  scheduled  for  Monday,  October  11,  2010  at  5:00  p.m. 
in  Room  421,  City  Hall. 


Department  of  the  Environment,  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
1 1  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Telephone:  (415)  355-3700  •  Fax:  (415) 554-6393 

Email:  environment(a!sfgov.org  •  www.sfenvironment.org  100%  Post-Consumer  Recycled  Paper 


ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 
Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Committee  takes  action  on  any  item. 


**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1 )  the  Commission's  office,  1 1  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  California  between 
the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Policy  Committee's  website  https://sites. google. com/a/sfenvironment.org/commission/policv- 
committee  ,  or  (3)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary  at  telephone  number  415-355-3709,  or  via  e-mail  at 
Monica. Fish@sfqov. org  within  three  business  days  of  a  meeting.  If  any  materials  related  to  an  item  on  this  agenda  have  been 
distributed  to  the  Commission  Policy  Committee  after  distribution  of  the  agenda  packet,  those  materials  are  available  for  public 
inspection  at  the  Department  of  the  Environment,  1 1  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102  during  normal  office  hours  or  will  be  made 
available  at  the  Policy  Committee  meeting  website  link  https://sites.gooqle.eom/a/sfenvironment.orq/commission/policy-committee  as 
links  included  with  the  agenda  or  meeting  minutes. 

Important  Information 

The  ringing  of  and  use  of  cell  phones,  pagers  and  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices  are  prohibited  at  this  meeting.  Please  be 
advised  that  the  Chair  may  order  the  removal  from  the  meeting  room  of  any  person(s)  responsible  for  the  ringing  or  use  of  a  cell  phone, 
pager,  or  other  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices. 

NOTE:  Persons  unable  to  attend  the  meeting  may  submit  to  the  Committee,  by  the  time  the  proceedings  begin,  written  comments 
regarding  the  agenda  items  above.  These  comments  will  be  made  a  part  of  the  official  public  record  and  shall  be  brought  to  the 
attention  of  the  Committee  members.  Any  written  comments  should  be  sent  to:  Commission  Secretary  of  the  Environment,  1 1  Grove 
Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102  or  by  email  at  Monica.Fish(S>sfgov.org  by  5:00  p.m.  on  the  day  prior  to  the  hearing.  Comments  which 
cannot  be  delivered  to  the  Commission  Secretary  by  that  time  may  be  taken  directly  to  the  hearing  at  the  location  above.  When  bringing 
handouts  to  meetings,  please  photocopy  on  both  sides  of  the  paper  and  try  to  use  post-consumer  recycled  or  tree-free  paper.  Also, 
please  bring  sufficient  copies  of  handouts  for  the  Committee,  the  Commission  Secretary  and  the  public. 

Public  Comment 

At  this  time,  members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  items  of  interest  that  are  within  the  subject  matter  jurisdiction  of  the 
Committee  but  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  Public  comment  will  be  taken  following  each  agendized  item.  Each  member  of  the  public 
may  address  the  Committee  for  up  to  three  minutes,  unless  otherwise  announced  by  the  Chair.  If  it  is  demonstrated  that  the  comments 
by  the  public  will  exceed  15  minutes,  the  Chair  may  continue  Public  Comment  to  another  time  during  the  meeting. 

The  Brown  Act  forbids  the  Committee  from  taking  action  or  discussing  any  item  or  issue  not  appearing  on  the  posted  agenda.  This  rule 
applies  to  issues  raised  in  public  comment  as  well.  In  response  to  public  comment,  not  on  an  agendized  item,  the  Committee  is  limited 

to: 

1.  Briefly  responding  to  statements  made  or  questions  posed  by  members  of  the  public,  or 

2.  Request  staff  to  report  back  on  a  matter  at  a  subsequent  meeting,  or 

3.  Directing  staff  to  place  the  item  or  issue  on  a  future  agenda  (Government  Code  Section  54954.2(a).) 

Disability  Access 

The  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  Meeting  will  be  held  at  City  Hall,  Room  421 ,  One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodiett  Place, 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102,  in  the  Civic  Center  area.  The  meeting  room  is  wheelchair  accessible.  The  closest  accessible  BART  station 
is  the  Civic  Center  Station  at  United  Nations  Plaza  and  Market  Street.  Accessible  MUNI  lines  serving  this  location  are:  #71 
Haight/Noriega  and  the  F  Line  to  Market  and  Van  Ness  and  the  Metro  Stations  at  Van  Ness  and  Market  and  at  Civic  Center.  For 
information  about  MUNI  accessible  services  call  (415)  923-6142.  There  is  accessible  curbside  parking  adjacent  to  City  Hall  on  Grove 
Street  and  Van  Ness  Avenue  and  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Veterans  Building  at  401  Van  Ness  Avenue  adjacent  to  Davies  Hall  and  the  War 
Memorial  Complex. 

The  following  services  are  available  on  request  48  hours  prior  to  the  meeting;  except  for  Monday  meetings,  for  which  the  deadline  shall 
be  4:00  p.m.  of  the  last  business  day  of  the  preceding  week:  For  American  sign  language  interpreters  or  the  use  of  a  reader  during  a 
meeting,  a  sound  enhancement  system,  and/or  alternative  formats  of  the  agenda  and  minutes,  please  contact  Monica  Fish  at  (415) 
355-3709  to  make  arrangements  for  the  accommodation.  Late  requests  will  be  honored,  if  possible. 

In  order  to  assist  the  City's  efforts  to  accommodate  persons  with  severe  allergies,  environmental  illnesses,  multiple  chemical  sensitivity 
or  related  disabilities,  attendees  at  public  meetings  are  reminded  that  other  attendees  may  be  sensitive  to  various  chemical  based 
products.  Please  help  the  City  accommodate  these  individuals.  Individuals  with  chemical  sensitivity  or  related  disabilities  should  call 
the  Mayor's  Office  on  Disability  at  (415)  554-6789  or  (415)  554-6799  (TTY)  for  further  information. 

Know  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance 
(Chapter  67  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code) 
Government's  duty  is  to  serve  the  public,  reaching  its  decisions  in  full  view  of  the  public.  Commissions,  boards,  councils,  and  other 
agencies  of  the  City  and  County  exist  to  conduct  the  people's  business.  This  ordinance  assures  that  deliberations  are  conducted 
before  the  people  and  that  City  operations  are  open  to  the  people's  review.  For  more  information  on  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine 
Ordinance  or  to  report  a  violation  of  the  ordinance,  contact  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  Task  Force,  Sunshine  Task  Force  Administrator, 
City  Hall,  Room  409,  1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodiett  Place,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102-4683  at  Phone  No.:  (415)  554-7724;  Fax  No.:  (415) 
554-7854;  E-mail:  sotf(5)sfqov.orq.  Copies  of  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  can  be  obtained  from  the  Clerk  of  the  Sunshine  Task  Force,  the 
San  Francisco  Public  Library  and  on  the  City's  website  at  www.sfgov.org. 

Lobbyist  Registration  and  Reporting  Requirements 
Individuals  and  entities  that  influence  or  attempt  to  influence  local  legislative  or  administrative  action  may  be  required  by  the  San 
Francisco  Lobbyist  Ordinance  [SF  Campaign  &  Governmental  Conduct  Code  §2.100,  et.  seq]  to  register  and  report  lobbying  activity. 
For  more  information  about  the  Lobbyist  Ordinance,  please  contact  the  Ethics  Commission  at:  25  Van  Ness  Avenue,  Second  Floor,  San 
Francisco,  CA  94102;  telephone  (415)  252-3100,  fax  (415)  252-3112;  web  site  at  www.sfgov.org/ethics. 


Posted:  September  9,  2010 
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MONDAY,  SEPTEMBER  13,  2010,  5:00  P.M. 
CITY  HALL,  ROOM  421 
SAN  FRANCISCO,  CA  94102 


SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


COMMITTEE  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Johanna  Wald  (Chair),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice-Chair),  Angelo  King 


1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call.  The  Policy  Committee  meeting  convened  at  5:00  p.m.  Present: 
Commissioners  Wald  and  Gravanis;  Absent:  Commissioner  King.  Department  Director  Nutter  was 
welcomed  to  the  Department  of  the  Environment  and  to  her  first  Commission  meeting. 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  August  9,  2010  Policy  Committee  Regular  Meeting.  (Discussion  and 
Action)  Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Gravanis,  second  by  Commissioner  Wald,  the  August  9,  2010 
Meeting  Minutes  were  approved  (AYES:  Commissioners  Gravanis  and  Wald;  Absent:  Commissioner  King) 
(Explanatory  Documents:  August  9,  2010  Draft  and  Approved  Minutes) 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  were  no  members  of  the  public  present 


4.  State  Legislative  Update.  Sponsor:  Melanie  Nutter,  Director;  Speakers:  Mark  Westlund,  Program 
Outreach  Manager  and  Debbie  Raphael,  Toxics  Reduction  Program  Manager 

Mr.  Westlund  reported  on  legislation  that  the  Department  took  a  position  on  in  this  last  legislative  season  as 
follows: 

•  Supported  AB737  (Chesbro)  would  expand  recycling  to  every  multi-family  dwelling  and  commercial 
business  in  California.  Passed  and  awaiting  the  Governor's  signature. 

•  Opposed  AB222  (Adams)  that  initially  was  to  give  recycling  credit  to  high-temperature  waste 
conversion.  Department  and  lobbyists  managed  to  successfully  fight  the  bill,  and  it  was  amended  to 
become  a  child  welfare  bill  which  passed. 
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•  Supported  AB1343  (Huffman)  (Extended  Producer  Responsibility)  required  paint  manufacturers  to 
develop  and  implement  a  program  to  collect,  transport,  and  process  post-consumer  paint.  Passed  in 
session  and  awaiting  the  Governor's  signature. 

•  Supported  AB 1 998  (Brownley)  banning  the  use  of  plastic  bags  at  stores  and  requiring  retailers  to  sell 
recycled-content  bags.  Defeated. 

•  Supported  AB2137  (Chesbro)  allows  composters  to  continue  the  long-standing  practice  of  providing 
certified  lab  analyses  showing  nutrient  contents  of  their  products  to  customers  pending  the  State 
Agriculture  Department  developing  new  standards.  Defeated. 

•  Supported  AB2139  (Chesbro)  Product  Stewardship  framework.  Defeated. 

•  Supported  AB2398  (Perez)  Carpet  Product  Stewardship  Act  was  amended  to  take  out  many  of  the 
mandatory  requirements  making  it  more  voluntary  compliance.  Passed. 

•  Supported  SB928  (Simitian)  that  would  require  disclosure  of  contents  in  cleaning  products.  Defeated. 
Ms.  Raphael  noted  that  sponsors  had  pulled  their  support  of  this  bill  because  of  proposed  amendments. 

•  Supported  SB  1 100  (Corbett)  Product  stewardship  of  household  batteries.  Defeated. 

•  Supported  SB  1454  (DeSaulnier)  that  expands  the  scope  of  labeling  requirements  on  bags  and  plastic 
food  packaging  on  compostable  products  so  it  meets  ASTM  standards.  Due  to  Department  and  lobbyist 
efforts,  the  bill  passed. 

•  Supported  SB346  (Kehoe).  Ms.  Raphael  and  Mr.  Westlund  reported  on  SB346  that  would  ban  copper  in 
vehicle  brake  pads.  Passed. 

Ms.  Raphael  and  Mr.  Westlund  commended  the  Department's  lobbyist  efforts  for  this  legislative  session. 
Commissioner  Wald  suggested  that  a  specific  person  be  assigned  to  the  Department. 

Ms.  Raphael  provided  an  update  on  SB797  (Paveley  and  Liu),  product  safety:  Bisphenol  A  (BPA)  ban  in 
baby  bottles,  cups,  formula  and  baby  food  containers  that  was  defeated.  Commissioner  Wald  suggested 
working  on  a  labeling  bill  similar  to  the  cell  phone  Specific  Absorption  Rate  (SAR)  information-labeling. 
Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  labeling  could  be  advocated  for  and  efforts  could  be  directed  toward  ways  to 
provide  people  with  information  about  BPA  especially  in  infant  formula  and  metal  cans,  but  hopes  that  the 
federal  bill  that  is  being  introduced  may  solve  the  problem.  She  noted  that  we  are  starting  to  see  voluntary 
BPA-free  labeling  on  packaging  in  stores,  but  that  has  not  been  the  case  in  cans  and  infant  formula.  See 
Explanatory  Document  distributed  in  Committee  meeting  "BPA  Update"  for  summary  and  next  steps. 

Commissioner  Wald  inquired  whether  there  was  something  the  Commission  could  do  to  assist  with  high- 
priority  bills  such  as  putting  together  a  lobby  day  where  Commissioners  and  other  people  from  San 
Francisco  could  go  to  Sacramento  and  lobby  on  a  particular  bill.  Ms.  Raphael  asked  for  clarification  on 
whether  the  Commission  could  lobby  on  bills  and  cited  the  City  Attorney's  Political  Activities 
Memorandum  for  City  Employees  and  Officers.  She  stated  that  the  Commission  and  Department  could 
provide  education.  Department  Director  Nutter  suggested  involving  the  Commission  in  contacting  key 
people  through  a  phone  call  or  letter  if  allowed.  It  was  determined  that  the  Political  Activities  Memo  states 
that  City  officers  and  employees  could  not  take  a  position  or  lobby  on  a  ballot  measure,  but  it  was  unclear 
whether  the  Commission  was  restricted  from  lobbying  Assembly  and  Senate  bills.  Mr.  Westlund  stated  that 
education  is  considered  administrative  advocacy  and  is  not  restricted.  A  legal  opinion  would  be  requested 
on  whether  Commissioner  lobbying  on  state  legislation  would  be  legal. 

Commissioner  Wald  suggested  that  Department  staff  contact  Commissioners  early  in  the  legislative  process 
so  they  could  research  the  issue  and  contact  other  organizations  who  might  be  able  to  provide  advocacy. 
Commissioner  Gravanis  suggested  that  the  Commission  could  also  write  a  letter  to  the  Governor  on  the 
suggestion  of  a  strategist. 
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5.  Department  of  the  Environment  Staff  Comments  on  the  Treasure  Island  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Report  (Draft  EIR).  Sponsor:  Commissioner  Ruth  Gravanis;  Speaker:  Mark  Palmer,  (Explanatory 
Documents:  Staff  Comments  and  Treasure  Island  Draft  EIR~select  Treasure  Island  Draft  EIR  sections  from 
index  at  this  link  http://www. sfplanning.org/index. aspx?page=l  828)  (Informational  Report  and  Discussion) 

Commissioner  Gravanis  reported  that  the  Commission  has  been  working  on  Treasure  and  Yerba  Buena 
Islands  over  the  past  few  years,  staff  commented  extensively  on  the  Draft  Sustainability  Plan  for  the  Islands, 
and  the  Commission  has  heard  several  presentations  from  the  Mayor's  Office  and  Treasure  Island 
Development  Authority  staff  about  the  project.  A  major  milestone  was  reached  last  Friday  when  comments 
were  due  on  the  Draft  EIR  for  redevelopment  of  the  Island.  Mr.  Palmer  was  asked  to  present  on  staff 
comments  on  the  Draft  EIR. 

Mr.  Palmer  reported  that  he  was  one  of  the  authors  of  the  original  Treasure  Island  Sustainability  Plan  and  is 
familiar  with  the  issues  that  have  been  and  need  to  be  addressed.  He  stated  that  he  has  seen  a  lot  more  level 
of  detail  in  the  Draft  EIR  than  was  in  the  Sustainability  Plan,  and  feels  that  it  has  evolved  to  the  next  level  of 
improvement.  He  referred  to  his  comments  (see  explanatory  document),  which  mostly  pertains  to  existing 
City  requirements  and  Ordinances  that  need  to  be  considered  in  light  of  this  project.  Most  notably,  that  the 
new  State  Building  Code,  CALGreen  is  going  into  effect  the  first  of  January,  and  all  new  construction 
projects  in  the  state  of  California  will  have  to  follow  the  new  state  Building  Code.  That  is  information  that 
none  of  the  consultants  or  authors  of  the  EIR  knew  about  or  included,  and  he  wanted  to  make  sure  that  they 
were  aware  of  this  information.  Mr.  Palmer  stated  that  all  private-sector  residential  and  commercial 
buildings  would  be  subject  to  Building  Code  Chapter  13C,  which  now  requires  LEED  Gold  in  2012,  and 
municipal  buildings  would  be  subject  to  Chapter  7C.  The  project  sponsors  for  Treasure  Island  have  agreed 
that  they  will  strive  for  LEED  for  neighborhood  development  certification  for  the  entire  island,  and  the 
individual  parcel  purchasers  will  be  responsible  for  LEED  certification  on  their  individual  parcels.  A 
discussion  was  held  on  how  this  timeline  would  affect  current  building  plans. 

Mr.  Palmer  reported  that  approximately  30%  of  the  residential  development  is  slated  to  be  affordable 
housing.  He  explained  that  the  Treasure  Island  Development  Authority  (TIDA)  is  actually  a  state-authorized 
redevelopment  agency  much  like  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency.  He  does  not  know  whether  it 
would  be  TIDA  creating  the  affordable  housing,  but  is  assuming  they  will  bring  in  affordable  housing 
developers.  If  it  is  assigned  to  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency,  they  do  not  fall  under  our  City's 
requirements,  but  they  do  have  Green  Building  requirements  developed  in-house  that  closely  align  with 
ours. 

Mr.  Palmer  reported  on  comments  made  by  Mr.  Dmitriew  of  the  Department's  Zero  Waste  program  staff  on 
San  Francisco  Building  Code  Chapter  13C  on  solid  waste  management  having  to  do  with  promoting  and 
requiring  the  proper  recycling  infrastructure  (see  explanatory  document).  Ms.  Hui,  Urban  Forestry  Council 
Coordinator  provided  comments  primarily  making  sure  that  the  different  aspects  of  the  Open  Space 
Element,  Green  Landscaping  Ordinance,  and  Better  Streets  Plan  were  being  addressed  in  this  development 
(see  explanatory  document).  Ms.  Hui  stated  that  there  are  changes  expected  to  agriculture  codes  that  would 
create  space  for  urban  agriculture  in  San  Francisco  that  she  is  hoping  will  be  adopted  by  February.  These 
changes  could  affect  the  potential  farmland  that  is  being  discussed  on  Treasure  Island,  e.g.  restrictions  on 
the  type  of  equipment  that  can  be  used,  noise,  fencing,  and  boundaries,  etc.  and  the  project  sponsors  should 
be  aware  of  those  restrictions.  She  reported  that  the  Strategic  Growth  Council  approved  a  quarter  of  a 
million  dollars  of  funding  for  the  Urban  Forest  Master  Plan,  and  the  scope  of  the  project  would  be  increased 
as  a  result. 
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Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  she  had  requested  from  staff  a  copy  of  the  cover  letter  that  was  actually 
sent  to  the  Office  of  Environmental  Review  (OER),  but  was  told  that  comments  were  not  sent  to  OER,  but 
were  sent  to  the  Mayor's  Office.  She  asked  if  the  Department's  comments  would  be  forwarded  to  OER. 
Director  Nutter  reported  that  the  Mayor's  Office  had  been  spearheading  and  collecting  comments  for 
projects  in  the  past  and  would  confirm  if  that  was  the  case  for  this  project.  Commissioner  Gravanis  inquired 
whether  the  comments  would  be  forwarded  to  City  Planning  verbatim  or  would  be  added  to  a  letter  that  the 
Mayor's  Office  is  preparing.  She  suggested  implementing  a  process  or  policy  that  the  Department  and  the 
Commission  could  follow  for  responding  with  comments  to  Environmental  Impact  Reports  and 
Environmental  Impact  Statements.  She  stated  that  she  had  been  expecting  to  see  a  copy  of  a  letter  to  Mr. 
Bill  Wycko  of  the  Planning  Department's  OER  with  specific  suggestions  on  what  needs  to  be  done  to  make 
the  Draft  EIR  into  a  complete  EIR  that  would  be  accomplished  according  to  a  format  that  would  enable  the 
Commission  when  seeing  the  Response  to  Comments  document  track  whether  the  comments  had  been 
adequately  addressed.   Director  Nutter  stated  that  she  would  inquire  whether  there  is  a  current  policy  or 
structure  in  place  and  would  report  back  to  the  Committee  with  a  suggested  process.  Commissioner 
Gravanis  noted  that  there  should  also  be  realistic  expectations  in  terms  of  how  much  time  staff  can  devote  to 
responding  to  EIR's  of  this  size. 

Mr.  Palmer  stated  that  the  Draft  EIR  includes  more  detail  and  commitment  to  solving  problems  than  he  had 
seen  in  the  Sustainability  Plan  in  terms  of  sea  level  rise;  however,  it  is  not  a  perfect  solution.  He  stated  that 
plans  include  hauling  dirt  to  the  island,  seismically  stabilizing  the  island,  and  raising  the  foundations  three- 
feet  above  the  current  high  tide.  He  questioned  all  attempts  to  build  in  flood  planes  or  places  where  sea-level 
rise  would  be  a  problem  because  it  would  have  an  effect  on  the  long-term  sustainability  of  the  project. 
Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  there  is  a  well  thought  out  response  to  sea-level  rise  that  has  been  vetted 
by  BCDC  staff  and  quite  a  few  different  engineers.  She  asked  if  Department  staff  could  advise  the 
Commissioners  whether  BCDC  figures  that  are  being  used  to  project  sea-level  rise  are  the  most  up-to-date 
and  accurate  projections.  She  explained  that  Treasure  Island  does  have  a  rock  wall  all  the  way  along  the 
perimeter  that  has  the  ability  to  continuously  be  raised.  Mr.  Palmer  stated  that  the  developer  noted  that  they 
would  not  be  building  in  the  first  30  yards  so  they  have  the  ability  in  the  future  to  build  up  the  seawall  as 
necessary. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  reported  that  during  the  scoping  process  in  2008,  Mr.  Jared  Blumenfeld  wrote  a 
letter  expressing  concerns  that  the  Notice  of  Preparation  referred  to  the  least  environmentally  harmful 
alternative  as  one  where  they  would  reduce  the  amount  of  development  but  keep  the  proportional  amount  of 
parking  the  same.  A  lot  of  groups  weighed  in  and  said  that  the  most  environmentally  sustainable  project  is 
one  that  has  enough  density  to  support  the  retail  uses  needed  on  the  island  so  people  don't  have  to  drive  off 
the  island,  and  enough  density  to  make  public  transit  work  well  and  seriously  reduce  the  amount  of  parking. 
Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  the  Draft  EIR  reflected  comments  about  the  density,  but  not  about  the 
reduced  parking.  She  stated  that  some  of  the  comments  made  two  years  ago  are  valid  now. 

Mr.  Palmer  stated  that  developers  have  been  adamant  that  they  need  enough  parking  to  attract  high-end 
people  that  they  want  to  fill  up  the  luxurious  condos.  He  reported  that  a  Planning  Commissioner  had 
recently  made  a  motion  at  a  Planning  Commission  meeting  to  reduce  the  parking  to  half  of  what  is  being 
proposed,  but  does  not  know  whether  it  is  a  closed  issue  or  is  in  discussion.  Commissioner  Gravanis  stated 
that  the  Disposition  and  Development  Agreement  (DDA)  and  final  documents  have  to  ultimately  be 
approved  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  and  hopes  that  the  Office  of  Environmental  Review  would  listen  to 
the  Planning  Commissioner.  Commissioner  Wald  asked  if  LEED  for  Neighborhood  Development  (LEED- 
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ND)  would  have  leverage  over  this  issue  in  terms  of  a  parking  ratio.  Mr.  Palmer  reported  that  LEED  has  a 
menu  of  options  to  choose  from. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  reported  that  there  is  a  reliance  on  parking  to  help  fund  transportation 
improvements,  and  that  funding  for  transportation  depends  on  a  certain  number  of  people  driving.  The 
Draft  EIR  states  that  if  you  limit  the  amount  of  parking  and  more  people  are  forced  to  use  MUNI,  there 
would  be  a  negative  impact  on  MUNI.  The  message  is  that  the  way  to  get  more  people  out  of  their  cars  and 
onto  MUNI  is  to  encourage  more  people  to  drive  so  there  is  enough  revenue  to  subsidize  MUNI. 
Commissioner  Wald  stated  that  the  same  situation  exists  with  the  new  HOV  lanes  in  that  the  incentives  are 
reversed  from  what  they  should  be.  She  stated  that  there  is  now  an  HOV  lane,  which  hopefully  will  raise 
enough  money  to  have  more  buses  to  take  people  from  the  East  Bay  to  San  Francisco,  but  people  have  to 
drive  otherwise  there  won't  be  buses.  It  was  stated  that  the  DEIR  correctly  identifies  significant  and 
unavoidable  impacts  on  a  number  of  intersections  downtown  and  on  East  Bay  freeways  if  the  project  is  built 
as  proposed. 

Ms.  Hui  added  that  the  plan  in  general  does  not  talk  about  streetscape  planting  and  mitigation  well  enough, 
e.g.,  tree  species  that  can  be  used,  where  and  how  street  trees  will  be  used  to  mitigate  environmental  impacts 
of  this  enormously-built  environment.  She  stated  that  her  concern  is  that  the  island  will  be  very  industrial 
which  will  keep  people  off  the  streets. 

Commissioner  Wald  inquired  about  the  timeline  for  the  EIR  process.  Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that 
OER  wants  to  respond  to  comments  as  soon  as  possible  and  certify  the  EIR  with  this  Mayor  and  Board  of 
Supervisors  this  year.  If  the  volume  of  letters  received  is  too  large  to  respond  to  in  that  much  time,  it  may 
be  continued  to  January. 

6.  Director's  Report  and  Updates.  Speaker:  Melanie  Nutter,  Director  (Informational  Report  and  Discussion) 

Director  Nutter  thanked  the  Commissioners  for  their  support  and  advice  and  stated  that  she  is  looking 
forward  to  working  with  the  Commissioners  and  Department.  She  has  been  spending  a  lot  of  time  getting 
to  know  staff  and  coming  up  to  speed  on  Department  and  Commission  policies  in  addition  to  meeting  with 
City  department  heads  to  talk  about  ways  to  work  together. 

Director  Nutter  announced  that  there  were  two  press  conferences  held  with  the  Mayor  in  her  first  week  as 
Director.  One  press  conference  was  to  announce  a  public-private  partnership  between  the  City  and  Toyota 
who  has  provided  electric  vehicles  to  the  City  to  test  for  a  few  months.  The  other  press  conference  was  to 
announce  that  San  Francisco  is  diverting  over  77%  of  its  waste  from  the  landfill,  which  is  a  huge 
accomplishment  for  the  City  Zero  Waste  team,  the  Department,  and  the  City.  This  is  the  highest  diversion 
rate  in  the  nation.  Reaching  this  rate  was  celebrated  with  Recology,  a  fantastic  partner  in  this  achievement. 
Director  Nutter  stated  that  the  77%  figure  is  a  2008  number  before  the  Mandatory  Recycling  and 
Composting  legislation  went  into  effect,  so  additional  gains  should  be  reachable  in  the  next  couple  of  years. 
The  City  is  striving  toward  the  zero  waste-goal  aggressively. 

Director  Nutter  reported  that  the  Department  has  initiated  a  strategic  planning  process  to  update  its  Strategic 
Plan.  A  program  manager  retreat  is  scheduled  for  October  to  discuss  each  individual  program  area  as  well 
as  overall  Department  vision  and  goals.  In  addition,  weekly  senior  staff  meetings  are  scheduled  where 
program  managers  will  present  on  a  weekly  basis  their  section's  draft  strategic  plan  to  other  program 
managers.  It  is  expected  that  process  would  take  three  months,  and  the  goal  is  to  have  a  draft  Strategic  Plan 
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in  place  by  January.  She  asked  how  the  Commission  would  like  to  provide  their  input  and  be  involved  in 
that  process. 

Director  Nutter  discussed  the  aggressive  goals  that  have  been  set  for  the  Department  to  work  on.  One  is  to 
reduce  San  Francisco's  carbon  emissions  20%  below  1990  levels  by  2012.  By  the  last  reading,  we  were  at 
about  seven  percent,  which  means  that  there  are  1 5  months  to  reduce  over  ten-percent  of  carbon  emissions 
in  San  Francisco.  She  reported  that  Ms.  Ostrander,  of  the  Department's  Energy  team,  is  actively  working 
on  gathering  Climate  Action  Plan  data  so  it  can  be  determined  if  and  how  that  goal  can  be  reached.  The 
other  area  that  the  Mayor  is  excited  about  is  having  San  Francisco  become  an  electric  vehicle  capital  of  our 
country  and  to  aggressively  install  electric-vehicle  charging  stations  throughout  San  Francisco.  Mr.  Bob 
Hayden  who  has  been  spearheading  this  effort  for  the  Department  has  been  securing  funding,  staff  and 
working  aggressively  to  implement  these  charging  stations.  There  is  a  short  timeline  before  cars  like  the 
Nissan  Leaf  and  Chevy  Volt  come  online.  We  as  a  city  want  to  lead  the  way  to  say  there  is  an  opportunity 
for  San  Franciscans  to  purchase  electric  vehicles  and  make  sure  that  an  infrastructure  is  in  place  to  help 
electric  vehicle  owners  make  that  switch.  It  is  an  exciting  opportunity  that  is  already  in  process,  but  will 
take  a  lot  of  effort  to  make  happen. 

The  next  goal  is  for  San  Francisco  to  become  a  zero  waste  city  by  2020.  The  Zero  Waste  team  has  done  a 
fantastic  job  in  partnership  with  Recology  and  the  City  implementing  all  policies  that  have  been  put  in  place 
to  encourage  getting  to  zero  waste.  It  is  a  two-part  campaign  to  continue  education  and  outreach.  Policies 
are  in  place,  but  an  aggressive  outreach  campaign  has  to  be  implemented  to  provide  information  to 
residences  and  businesses  that  there  is  a  mandatory  law  and  to  provide  education  and  outreach  on  how  to 
comply  with  the  law.  Secondly  is  looking  at  local  and  state  legislation  to  mandate  how  producers 
manufacture  and  package  their  products. 

Another  area  where  the  Department  can  play  a  key  role  above  and  beyond  what  is  currently  being  done  is  to 
enforce  the  whole  idea  that  being  green  makes  economic  sense  and  continuing  to  send  that  message  to  the 
community.  The  City  has  come  a  long  way  where  people  know  there  is  a  green  jobs  movement,  and  there 
are  a  lot  of  green  tech  companies  that  have  located  to  San  Francisco.  A  lot  of  people  talk  about  the 
opportunity  to  get  a  green  job  and  get  trained  for  a  green  job  and  helping  all  different  types  of  communities, 
but  there  is  a  lot  of  work  that  can  be  done  in  San  Francisco  to  model  some  of  the  other  strong  green  jobs 
programs,  e.g.,  the  East  Bay  Green  Jobs  Corridor  where  they  have  a  done  a  good  job  working  with 
companies,  trainees,  municipalities,  and  city  colleges  to  have  a  robust  program  bringing  together  all  the 
entities  that  have  green  jobs  curriculum  and  the  jobs  to  aggressively  move  a  green  jobs  agenda  forward.  The 
Department  can  be  more  of  a  key  player  and  could  work  closer  with  workforce  development  staff  and 
departments  to  ensure  that  the  green  jobs  curriculum  has  the  depth  of  knowledge  on  sustainability  and 
environmentalism  that  is  part  of  the  core  of  expertise  that  the  Department  has. 

Director  Nutter  stated  that  the  report  she  has  given  for  today's  meeting  is  based  on  discussions  she  has  held 
with  staff  and  other  department  heads  in  order  to  identify  opportunities  for  the  Department  to  continue  to 
lead  the  way  on  these  issues.  She  stated  that  her  overall  strategy  and  a  few  focus  areas  as  Director  would  be 
to  focus  on  interagency  collaboration  especially  with  the  Climate  Action  Plan,  interdepartmental 
coordination,  and  working  with  the  Commission  to  find  creative  ways  to  engage  individual  Commissioners 
and  the  Commission  as  a  whole. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  provided  the  following  comments: 

•    The  77%  diversion  rate  press  announcement  provided  directions  to  the  event  by  car  only,  not  by 
transit,  bicycling  or  carpooling  or  another  form  of  transportation. 
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•  Requested  that  Commissioners  continue  to  receive  Senior  Staff  minutes. 

•  Commissioners  may  be  interested  in  attending  Senior  Staff  meetings  to  better  understand 
Department  activities. 

•  Suggested  inviting  one  or  two  Commissioners  to  the  Senior  Staff  retreat. 

•  Suggested  holding  a  longer  discussion  on  the  Draft  Strategic  Plan  at  a  future  meeting. 

•  She  approves  that  the  Department  is  advocating  for  electric  vehicles,  but  suggested  that  messaging 
should  be  directed  more  to  cars  not  being  good  for  the  planet  no  matter  how  they  are  powered.  The 
manufacturing  of  cars,  the  extraction  of  resources  needed  for  manufacturing,  transportation  of  parts 
to  the  factory,  and  the  energy  used  in  the  factory  are  not  good  things.  Messaging  should  include  that 
most  importantly,  people  try  not  to  use  a  vehicle  but  if  a  car  must  be  driven,  then  please  consider  a 
renewable  energy  vehicle;  and  to  use  more  caution  when  encouraging  people  to  buy  a  new  car 
whether  it  is  electric  or  hybrid.  She  noted  that  you  have  to  own  an  electric  vehicle  for  a  long  time 
before  you  make  up  for  the  carbon  footprint  of  producing  that  vehicle. 

Commissioner  Wald  inquired  whether  the  Department  still  has  a  carbon  calculator  on  its  website.  Ms. 
Raphael  stated  that  the  carbon  calculator  was  added  to  the  website  during  World  Environment  Day  but 
may  not  be  up  to  date.  Director  Nutter  stated  that  the  EcoMap  that  is  separate  from  the  Department's 
website  has  carbon  calculators  but  it  may  need  attention.  Ms.  Nutter  stated  that  the  Clean  Air  program 
within  the  Department  is  structured  so  that  there  is  a  clean  car  staffer,  electric  vehicle  staffer,  public 
transportation  staffer,  and  other  staff  that  work  on  ridesharing  programs  and  commuter  benefits 
programs.  A  discussion  was  recently  held  to  combine  program  staff  to  a  zero  emissions  program  that 
would  look  more  comprehensively  at  transportation  vehicles,  so  it  isn't  just  that  electric  cars  are  the 
answer,  but  to  include  all  elements  of  transportation.  The  Department  wants  to  look  at  how  to  address 
the  transportation  piece  more  holistically  including  electric  vehicles  and  will  keep  suggestions  in  mind 
when  talking  about  electric  vehicles,  public  transportation,  and  what  the  alternatives  are. 

Commissioners  requested  that  a  discussion  be  held  at  a  future  meeting  on  the  Strategic  Plan  timeline  and 
the  best  way  the  Commissioners  can  provide  input  before  a  Draft  Plan  is  committed  to.  Director  Nutter 
reported  that  each  program  manager  has  been  calendared  into  a  Senior  Staff  meeting.  By  the  next 
Commission  meeting,  a  date  will  be  selected  for  a  senior  staff  retreat  in  October,  so  a  timeline  can  be 
discussed  and  specific  information  can  be  given  on  how  the  Commission  can  provide  input.  Director 
Nutter  suggested  that  individual  Commissioners  attend  senior  staff  meeting  presentations  and  attend 
portions  of  the  retreat. 

Commissioner  Wald  suggested  that  staff  from  each  program  area  on  a  rotational  basis  present  their  draft 
strategic  plans  at  the  next  three  Policy  Committee  meetings  for  review  and  discussion.  Ms.  Raphael 
suggested  that  Commissioners  who  may  have  an  interest  in  a  specific  subject  matter  spend  more  time  on 
those  specific  strategic  plan  subjects.  Director  Nutter  stated  that  hearing  Commissioner's  comments  and 
feedback  is  helpful.  Commissioner  Gravanis  asked  that  the  program  area  section's  draft  plan  documents 
be  presented  to  the  Commissioners  well  in  advance  of  the  meeting  so  there  is  an  opportunity  for  careful 
review. 

Commissioners  Gravanis  stated  that  there  are  strategic  plan  items  that  are  predetermined  by  contracts 
and  grants  that  would  not  require  input  from  Commissioners,  but  there  are  items  that  could  be  brought  to 
the  Commission  for  their  input.  Commissioner  Wald  suggested  that  staff  reach  out  to  Commissioners 
with  specific  questions  that  they  feel  the  Commissioners  could  provide  useful  input  into.  Director 
Nutter  stated  that  in  order  to  take  a  focused  approach,  staff  could  determine  the  key  areas  in  each 
program  area  that  would  have  more  opportunity  for  input.  Commissioner  Wald  suggested  a  discussion 
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on  how  to  create  more  links  between  each  program  area.  Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  there  was  a 
previous  agreement  to  include  a  section  in  the  plan  to  identify  goals  and  priorities  that  staff  could  work 
on  if  funding  were  to  become  available.  Director  Nutter  stated  that  there  will  be  discussions  internally 
about  having  a  more  robust  foundation  program  and  stronger  connections  to  the  foundation  world  as 
well  as  revisiting  the  idea  of  a  Friends  of  Group  that  could  provide  flexibility  and  funding  for  the 
Strategic  Plan. 

Commissioner  Wald  suggested  that  Commissioner-liaisons  be  assigned  to  each  program  area  on  a 
rotational  basis  in  order  to  strengthen  the  connection  between  Commissioners  and  Department  staff  and 
so  there  is  an  ability  to  provide  input  on  a  sustained  basis.  She  also  suggested  that  in  the  public 
education  and  outreach  area,  the  Department  do  more  to  acknowledge  San  Francisco  residents  for  their 
efforts  in  helping  the  Department  meet  their  goals,  e.g.  announcing  that  the  77%  diversion  rate  was 
reached  with  the  help  of  the  community.  Acknowledging  San  Francisco  residents  would  motivate  them 
to  be  more  enthusiastic  about  continuing  their  efforts.  Director  Nutter  stated  that  she  had  suggested 
including  thank-you's  in  newspaper  articles  so  that  people  would  be  motivated  in  their  efforts  in  making 
San  Francisco  more  of  a  sustainable  city  and  continue  their  efforts.  There  was  a  discussion  held  about 
methods  for  sending  acknowledgements  to  the  public,  e.g.,  free  air  time,  MUNI  bus  shelter 
advertisements  that  would  say  congratulations  to  San  Franciscans  for  helping  to  meet  these  goals  and 
here  is  what  you  can  do  in  the  future.  It  was  suggested  that  there  be  a  coordinated  messaging  campaign. 
Commissioner  Wald  concurred  with  the  green-beat  making  economic  sense  message  and  interagency 
collaboration  strategies. 

Public  Comment:  Ms.  Renata  Robinson  stated  that  she  learned  about  today's  Commission  Policy 
Committee  meeting  from  the  Women  in  Environmental  Network  newsletter  on  their  website.  She  stated 
that  she  has  noticed  more  interagency  collaboration  in  City  programs,  such  as  Great  Streets  and  noted 
that  zero  waste  is  a  strong  passion  of  hers.  She  discussed  ways  of  harnessing  people's  understanding  of 
why  using  environmentally  sound  principles  is  a  good  thing  to  do.  Ms.  Robinson  stated  that  the  action 
would  either  have  to  come  from  within  or  affect  the  individual  somehow.  Director  Nutter  stated  that  it 
is  important  to  find  out  what  would  motivate  people  and  inspire  them  to  act.  Commissioner  Gravanis 
asked  that  the  Women  in  Environmental  Network  be  added  to  the  Outreach  Survey  list.  Ms.  Fish 
announced  that  she  submitted  a  Commission  meeting  schedule  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  Clerk  of  the 
Board's  Office  in  order  to  publish  Commission  meetings  in  outreach  publications. 

7.  Announcements.  (Discussion).  Commissioner  Gravanis  announced  that  the  Bay  Friendly  Conference 
on  green  landscaping  is  this  Friday  in  San  Francisco  which  she  plans  to  attend.  She  stated  that  she 
would  be  providing  requests  for  changes  to  the  Bay  Friendly  checklist  on  biodiversity. 

8.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Discussion)  Commissioner  Wald  asked  Director  Nutter  and 
senior  managers  to  decide  whether  the  Strategic  Plan  drafts  should  be  heard  at  the  Policy  Committee's 
next  few  meetings.  She  suggested  a  continued  discussion  on  bird-friendly  buildings,  Strategic  Plan 
drafts,  and  possibly  the  Wastewater  Master  Plan.  Commissioner  Gravanis  suggested  that  the  Committee 
discuss  whether  it  would  be  beneficial  to  request  funding  to  attain  staff  to  work  in  collaboration  with  the 
San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission  on  the  Wastewater  Plan.   She  stated  she  would  research  the 
timeline  for  approval  of  the  plan  before  setting  the  discussion  as  an  agenda  item. 

Ms.  Fish  reported  that  the  Outreach  Survey  environmental  organizations  list  has  more  than  1 100 
agencies  at  this  time,  half  of  which  would  require  researching  email  addresses  for.  Commissioners 
Wald  and  Gravanis  requested  that  Ms.  Fish  send  the  Outreach  Survey  to  them  so  they  could  provide 
input  into  streamlining  the  list.  Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  she  would  inquire  with  staff  when 
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the  bottled  water  at  city  events  agenda  item  would  be  ready  for  additional  discussion.  Commissioner 
Wald  stated  that  a  discussion  should  be  held  at  a  future  meeting  on  refuse  fees.  Commissioner  Gravanis 
explained  that  this  agenda  item  was  to  discuss  not  penalizing  people  who  reduce  garbage. 

Public  Comment:  Commissioner  Wald  inquired  about  Ms.  Robinson's  interest  in  attending  the  Policy 
Committee  meeting.  Ms.  Robinson  stated  that  she  attended  this  meeting  because  she  is  interested  in 
transitioning  from  advertising  to  the  environmental  sector  and  would  like  to  do  project  management  on 
urban  sustainability  projects. 

9.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

10.  Adjournment.  The  Policy  Committee  meeting  adjourned  at  6:44  p.m. 

Respectfully  submitted  by, 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1)  the  Commission's  office,  11  Grove  Street,  San 
Francisco,  California  between  the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Committee  meeting  website 
https://sites.google.eom/a/sfenvironment.org/commission/policy-committee  with  each  agenda  or  meeting 
minutes,  or  (3)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone  number  415-355-3709  or  via  e- 
mail  at  Monica.Fish@sfgov.org. 

The  next  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  meeting  is  scheduled  for  Monday,  October  25, 
2010  at  5:00  p.m.  in  Room  421,  City  Hall. 


Approved: 
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COMMITTEE  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Johanna  Wald  (Chair),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice-Chair),  Angelo  King 


1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call.  The  Policy  Committee  meeting  convened  at  5:00  p.m.  Present: 
Commissioners  Wald  and  Gravanis;  Absent:  Commissioner  King.  Department  Director  Nutter  was 
welcomed  to  the  Department  of  the  Environment  and  to  her  first  Commission  meeting. 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  August  9,  2010  Policy  Committee  Regular  Meeting.  (Discussion  and 
Action)  Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Gravanis,  second  by  Commissioner  Wald,  the  August  9,  2010 
Meeting  Minutes  were  approved  (AYES:  Commissioners  Gravanis  and  Wald;  Absent:  Commissioner  King) 
(Explanatory  Documents:  August  9,  2010  Draft  and  Approved  Minutes) 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  were  no  members  of  the  public  present 


4.  State  Legislative  Update.  Sponsor:  Melanie  Nutter,  Director;  Speakers:  Mark  Westlund,  Program 
Outreach  Manager  and  Debbie  Raphael,  Toxics  Reduction  Program  Manager 

Mr.  Westlund  reported  on  legislation  that  the  Department  took  a  position  on  in  this  last  legislative  season  as 
follows: 

•  Supported  AB737  (Chesbro)  would  expand  recycling  to  every  multi-family  dwelling  and  commercial 
business  in  California.  Passed  and  awaiting  the  Governor's  signature. 

•  Opposed  AB222  (Adams)  that  initially  was  to  give  recycling  credit  to  high-temperature  waste 
conversion.  Department  and  lobbyists  managed  to  successfully  fight  the  bill,  and  it  was  amended  to 
become  a  child  welfare  bill  which  passed. 
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•  Supported  AB1343  (Huffman)  (Extended  Producer  Responsibility)  required  paint  manufacturers  to 
develop  and  implement  a  program  to  collect,  transport,  and  process  post-consumer  paint.  Passed  in 
session  and  awaiting  the  Governor's  signature. 

•  Supported  AB1998  (Brownley)  banning  the  use  of  plastic  bags  at  stores  and  requiring  retailers  to  sell 
recycled-content  bags.  Defeated. 

•  Supported  AB2137  (Chesbro)  allows  composters  to  continue  the  long-standing  practice  of  providing 
certified  lab  analyses  showing  nutrient  contents  of  their  products  to  customers  pending  the  State 
Agriculture  Department  developing  new  standards.  Defeated. 

•  Supported  AB2139  (Chesbro)  Product  Stewardship  framework.  Defeated. 

•  Supported  AB2398  (Perez)  Carpet  Product  Stewardship  Act  was  amended  to  take  out  many  of  the 
mandatory  requirements  making  it  more  voluntary  compliance.  Passed. 

•  Supported  SB928  (Simitian)  that  would  require  disclosure  of  contents  in  cleaning  products.  Defeated. 
Ms.  Raphael  noted  that  sponsors  had  pulled  their  support  of  this  bill  because  of  proposed  amendments. 

•  Supported  SB  1 100  (Corbett)  Product  stewardship  of  household  batteries.  Defeated. 

•  Supported  SB  1454  (DeSaulnier)  that  expands  the  scope  of  labeling  requirements  on  bags  and  plastic 
food  packaging  on  compostable  products  so  it  meets  ASTM  standards.  Due  to  Department  and  lobbyist 
efforts,  the  bill  passed. 

•  Supported  SB346  (Kehoe).  Ms.  Raphael  and  Mr.  Westlund  reported  on  SB346  that  would  ban  copper  in 
vehicle  brake  pads.  Passed. 

Ms.  Raphael  and  Mr.  Westlund  commended  the  Department's  lobbyist  efforts  for  this  legislative  session. 
Commissioner  Wald  suggested  that  a  specific  person  be  assigned  to  the  Department. 

Ms.  Raphael  provided  an  update  on  SB797  (Paveley  and  Liu),  product  safety:  Bisphenol  A  (BPA)  ban  in 
baby  bottles,  cups,  formula  and  baby  food  containers  that  was  defeated.  Commissioner  Wald  suggested 
working  on  a  labeling  bill  similar  to  the  cell  phone  Specific  Absorption  Rate  (SAR)  information-labeling. 
Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  labeling  could  be  advocated  for  and  efforts  could  be  directed  toward  ways  to 
provide  people  with  information  about  BPA  especially  in  infant  formula  and  metal  cans,  but  hopes  that  the 
federal  bill  that  is  being  introduced  may  solve  the  problem.  She  noted  that  we  are  starting  to  see  voluntary 
BPA-free  labeling  on  packaging  in  stores,  but  that  has  not  been  the  case  in  cans  and  infant  formula.  See 
Explanatory  Document  distributed  in  Committee  meeting  "BPA  Update"  for  summary  and  next  steps. 

Commissioner  Wald  inquired  whether  there  was  something  the  Commission  could  do  to  assist  with  high- 
priority  bills  such  as  putting  together  a  lobby  day  where  Commissioners  and  other  people  from  San 
Francisco  could  go  to  Sacramento  and  lobby  on  a  particular  bill.  Ms.  Raphael  asked  for  clarification  on 
whether  the  Commission  could  lobby  on  bills  and  cited  the  City  Attorney's  Political  Activities 
Memorandum  for  City  Employees  and  Officers.  She  stated  that  the  Commission  and  Department  could 
provide  education.  Department  Director  Nutter  suggested  involving  the  Commission  in  contacting  key 
people  through  a  phone  call  or  letter  if  allowed.  It  was  determined  that  the  Political  Activities  Memo  states 
that  City  officers  and  employees  could  not  take  a  position  or  lobby  on  a  ballot  measure,  but  it  was  unclear 
whether  the  Commission  was  restricted  from  lobbying  Assembly  and  Senate  bills.  Mr.  Westlund  stated  that 
education  is  considered  administrative  advocacy  and  is  not  restricted.  A  legal  opinion  would  be  requested 
on  whether  Commissioner  lobbying  on  state  legislation  would  be  legal. 

Commissioner  Wald  suggested  that  Department  staff  contact  Commissioners  early  in  the  legislative  process 
so  they  could  research  the  issue  and  contact  other  organizations  who  might  be  able  to  provide  advocacy. 
Commissioner  Gravanis  suggested  that  the  Commission  could  also  write  a  letter  to  the  Governor  on  the 
suggestion  of  a  strategist. 
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5.  Department  of  the  Environment  Staff  Comments  on  the  Treasure  Island  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Report  (Draft  EIR).  Sponsor:  Commissioner  Ruth  Gravanis;  Speaker:  Mark  Palmer,  (Explanatory 
Documents:  Staff  Comments  and  Treasure  Island  Draft  EIR— select  Treasure  Island  Draft  EIR  sections  from 
index  at  this  link  http://www.sfplanning.org/index.aspx?page=T828)  (Informational  Report  and  Discussion) 

Commissioner  Gravanis  reported  that  the  Commission  has  been  working  on  Treasure  and  Yerba  Buena 
Islands  over  the  past  few  years,  staff  commented  extensively  on  the  Draft  Sustainability  Plan  for  the  Islands, 
and  the  Commission  has  heard  several  presentations  from  the  Mayor's  Office  and  Treasure  Island 
Development  Authority  staff  about  the  project.  A  major  milestone  was  reached  last  Friday  when  comments 
were  due  on  the  Draft  EIR  for  redevelopment  of  the  Island.  Mr.  Palmer  was  asked  to  present  on  staff 
comments  on  the  Draft  EIR. 

Mr.  Palmer  reported  that  he  was  one  of  the  authors  of  the  original  Treasure  Island  Sustainability  Plan  and  is 
familiar  with  the  issues  that  have  been  and  need  to  be  addressed.  He  stated  that  he  has  seen  a  lot  more  level 
of  detail  in  the  Draft  EIR  than  was  in  the  Sustainability  Plan,  and  feels  that  it  has  evolved  to  the  next  level  of 
improvement.  He  referred  to  his  comments  (see  explanatory  document),  which  mostly  pertains  to  existing 
City  requirements  and  Ordinances  that  need  to  be  considered  in  light  of  this  project.  Most  notably,  that  the 
new  State  Building  Code,  CALGreen  is  going  into  effect  the  first  of  January,  and  all  new  construction 
projects  in  the  state  of  California  will  have  to  follow  the  new  state  Building  Code.  That  is  information  that 
none  of  the  consultants  or  authors  of  the  EIR  knew  about  or  included,  and  he  wanted  to  make  sure  that  they 
were  aware  of  this  information.  Mr.  Palmer  stated  that  all  private-sector  residential  and  commercial 
buildings  would  be  subject  to  Building  Code  Chapter  13C,  which  now  requires  LEED  Gold  in  2012,  and 
municipal  buildings  would  be  subject  to  Chapter  7C.  The  project  sponsors  for  Treasure  Island  have  agreed 
that  they  will  strive  for  LEED  for  neighborhood  development  certification  for  the  entire  island,  and  the 
individual  parcel  purchasers  will  be  responsible  for  LEED  certification  on  their  individual  parcels.  A 
discussion  was  held  on  how  this  timeline  would  affect  current  building  plans. 

Mr.  Palmer  reported  that  approximately  30%  of  the  residential  development  is  slated  to  be  affordable 
housing.  He  explained  that  the  Treasure  Island  Development  Authority  (TIDA)  is  actually  a  state-authorized 
redevelopment  agency  much  like  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency.  He  does  not  know  whether  it 
would  be  TIDA  creating  the  affordable  housing,  but  is  assuming  they  will  bring  in  affordable  housing 
developers.  If  it  is  assigned  to  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency,  they  do  not  fall  under  our  City's 
requirements,  but  they  do  have  Green  Building  requirements  developed  in-house  that  closely  align  with 
ours. 

Mr.  Palmer  reported  on  comments  made  by  Mr.  Dmitriew  of  the  Department's  Zero  Waste  program  staff  on 
San  Francisco  Building  Code  Chapter  13C  on  solid  waste  management  having  to  do  with  promoting  and 
requiring  the  proper  recycling  infrastructure  (see  explanatory  document).  Ms.  Hui,  Urban  Forestry  Council 
Coordinator  provided  comments  primarily  making  sure  that  the  different  aspects  of  the  Open  Space 
Element,  Green  Landscaping  Ordinance,  and  Better  Streets  Plan  were  being  addressed  in  this  development 
(see  explanatory  document).  Ms.  Hui  stated  that  there  are  changes  expected  to  agriculture  codes  that  would 
create  space  for  urban  agriculture  in  San  Francisco  that  she  is  hoping  will  be  adopted  by  February.  These 
changes  could  affect  the  potential  farmland  that  is  being  discussed  on  Treasure  Island,  e.g.  restrictions  on 
the  type  of  equipment  that  can  be  used,  noise,  fencing,  and  boundaries,  etc.  and  the  project  sponsors  should 
be  aware  of  those  restrictions.  She  reported  that  the  Strategic  Growth  Council  approved  a  quarter  of  a 
million  dollars  of  funding  for  the  Urban  Forest  Master  Plan,  and  the  scope  of  the  project  would  be  increased 
as  a  result. 
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Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  she  had  requested  from  staff  a  copy  of  the  cover  letter  that  was  actually 
sent  to  the  Office  of  Environmental  Review  (OER),  but  was  told  that  comments  were  not  sent  to  OER,  but 
were  sent  to  the  Mayor's  Office.  She  asked  if  the  Department's  comments  would  be  forwarded  to  OER. 
Director  Nutter  reported  that  the  Mayor's  Office  had  been  spearheading  and  collecting  comments  for 
projects  in  the  past  and  would  confirm  if  that  was  the  case  for  this  project.  Commissioner  Gravanis  inquired 
whether  the  comments  would  be  forwarded  to  City  Planning  verbatim  or  would  be  added  to  a  letter  that  the 
Mayor's  Office  is  preparing.  She  suggested  implementing  a  process  or  policy  that  the  Department  and  the 
Commission  could  follow  for  responding  with  comments  to  Environmental  Impact  Reports  and 
Environmental  Impact  Statements.  She  stated  that  she  had  been  expecting  to  see  a  copy  of  a  letter  to  Mr. 
Bill  Wycko  of  the  Planning  Department's  OER  with  specific  suggestions  on  what  needs  to  be  done  to  make 
the  Draft  EIR  into  a  complete  EIR  that  would  be  accomplished  according  to  a  format  that  would  enable  the 
Commission  when  seeing  the  Response  to  Comments  document  track  whether  the  comments  had  been 
adequately  addressed.   Director  Nutter  stated  that  she  would  inquire  whether  there  is  a  current  policy  or 
structure  in  place  and  would  report  back  to  the  Committee  with  a  suggested  process.  Commissioner 
Gravanis  noted  that  there  should  also  be  realistic  expectations  in  terms  of  how  much  time  staff  can  devote  to 
responding  to  EIR' s  of  this  size. 

Mr.  Palmer  stated  that  the  Draft  EIR  includes  more  detail  and  commitment  to  solving  problems  than  he  had 
seen  in  the  Sustainability  Plan  in  terms  of  sea  level  rise;  however,  it  is  not  a  perfect  solution.  He  stated  that 
plans  include  hauling  dirt  to  the  island,  seismically  stabilizing  the  island,  and  raising  the  foundations  three- 
feet  above  the  current  high  tide.  He  questioned  all  attempts  to  build  in  flood  planes  or  places  where  sea-level 
rise  would  be  a  problem  because  it  would  have  an  effect  on  the  long-term  sustainability  of  the  project. 
Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  there  is  a  well  thought  out  response  to  sea-level  rise  that  has  been  vetted 
by  BCDC  staff  and  quite  a  few  different  engineers.  She  asked  if  Department  staff  could  advise  the 
Commissioners  whether  BCDC  figures  that  are  being  used  to  project  sea-level  rise  are  the  most  up-to-date 
and  accurate  projections.  She  explained  that  Treasure  Island  does  have  a  rock  wall  all  the  way  along  the 
perimeter  that  has  the  ability  to  continuously  be  raised.  Mr.  Palmer  stated  that  the  developer  noted  that  they 
would  not  be  building  in  the  first  30  yards  so  they  have  the  ability  in  the  future  to  build  up  the  seawall  as 
necessary. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  reported  that  during  the  scoping  process  in  2008,  Mr.  Jared  Blumenfeld  wrote  a 
letter  expressing  concerns  that  the  Notice  of  Preparation  referred  to  the  least  environmentally  harmful 
alternative  as  one  where  they  would  reduce  the  amount  of  development  but  keep  the  proportional  amount  of 
parking  the  same.  A  lot  of  groups  weighed  in  and  said  that  the  most  environmentally  sustainable  project  is 
one  that  has  enough  density  to  support  the  retail  uses  needed  on  the  island  so  people  don't  have  to  drive  off 
the  island,  and  enough  density  to  make  public  transit  work  well  and  seriously  reduce  the  amount  of  parking. 
Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  the  Draft  EIR  reflected  comments  about  the  density,  but  not  about  the 
reduced  parking.  She  stated  that  some  of  the  comments  made  two  years  ago  are  valid  now. 

Mr.  Palmer  stated  that  developers  have  been  adamant  that  they  need  enough  parking  to  attract  high-end 
people  that  they  want  to  fill  up  the  luxurious  condos.  He  reported  that  a  Planning  Commissioner  had 
recently  made  a  motion  at  a  Planning  Commission  meeting  to  reduce  the  parking  to  half  of  what  is  being 
proposed,  but  does  not  know  whether  it  is  a  closed  issue  or  is  in  discussion.  Commissioner  Gravanis  stated 
that  the  Disposition  and  Development  Agreement  (DDA)  and  final  documents  have  to  ultimately  be 
approved  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  and  hopes  that  the  Office  of  Environmental  Review  would  listen  to 
the  Planning  Commissioner.  Commissioner  Wald  asked  if  LEED  for  Neighborhood  Development  (LEED- 
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ND)  would  have  leverage  over  this  issue  in  terms  of  a  parking  ratio.  Mr.  Palmer  reported  that  LEED  has  a 
menu  of  options  to  choose  from. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  reported  that  there  is  a  reliance  on  parking  to  help  fund  transportation 
improvements,  and  that  funding  for  transportation  depends  on  a  certain  number  of  people  driving.  The 
Draft  EIR  states  that  if  you  limit  the  amount  of  parking  and  more  people  are  forced  to  use  MUNI,  there 
would  be  a  negative  impact  on  MUNI.  The  message  is  that  the  way  to  get  more  people  out  of  their  cars  and 
onto  MUNI  is  to  encourage  more  people  to  drive  so  there  is  enough  revenue  to  subsidize  MUNI. 
Commissioner  Wald  stated  that  the  same  situation  exists  with  the  new  HOV  lanes  in  that  the  incentives  are 
reversed  from  what  they  should  be.  She  stated  that  there  is  now  an  HOV  lane,  which  hopefully  will  raise 
enough  money  to  have  more  buses  to  take  people  from  the  East  Bay  to  San  Francisco,  but  people  have  to 
drive  otherwise  there  won't  be  buses.  It  was  stated  that  the  DEIR  correctly  identifies  significant  and 
unavoidable  impacts  on  a  number  of  intersections  downtown  and  on  East  Bay  freeways  if  the  project  is  built 
as  proposed. 

Ms.  Hui  added  that  the  plan  in  general  does  not  talk  about  streetscape  planting  and  mitigation  well  enough, 
e.g.,  tree  species  that  can  be  used,  where  and  how  street  trees  will  be  used  to  mitigate  environmental  impacts 
of  this  enormously-built  environment.  She  stated  that  her  concern  is  that  the  island  will  be  very  industrial 
which  will  keep  people  off  the  streets. 

Commissioner  Wald  inquired  about  the  timeline  for  the  EIR  process.  Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that 
OER  wants  to  respond  to  comments  as  soon  as  possible  and  certify  the  EIR  with  this  Mayor  and  Board  of 
Supervisors  this  year.  If  the  volume  of  letters  received  is  too  large  to  respond  to  in  that  much  time,  it  may 
be  continued  to  January. 

6.   Director's  Report  and  Updates.  Speaker:  Melanie  Nutter,  Director  (Informational  Report  and  Discussion) 

Director  Nutter  thanked  the  Commissioners  for  their  support  and  advice  and  stated  that  she  is  looking 
forward  to  working  with  the  Commissioners  and  Department.  She  has  been  spending  a  lot  of  time  getting 
to  know  staff  and  coming  up  to  speed  on  Department  and  Commission  policies  in  addition  to  meeting  with 
City  department  heads  to  talk  about  ways  to  work  together. 

Director  Nutter  announced  that  there  were  two  press  conferences  held  with  the  Mayor  in  her  first  week  as 
Director.  One  press  conference  was  to  announce  a  public-private  partnership  between  the  City  and  Toyota 
who  has  provided  electric  vehicles  to  the  City  to  test  for  a  few  months.  The  other  press  conference  was  to 
announce  that  San  Francisco  is  diverting  over  77%  of  its  waste  from  the  landfill,  which  is  a  huge 
accomplishment  for  the  City  Zero  Waste  team,  the  Department,  and  the  City.  This  is  the  highest  diversion 
rate  in  the  nation.  Reaching  this  rate  was  celebrated  with  Recology,  a  fantastic  partner  in  this  achievement. 
Director  Nutter  stated  that  the  77%  figure  is  a  2008  number  before  the  Mandatory  Recycling  and 
Composting  legislation  went  into  effect,  so  additional  gains  should  be  reachable  in  the  next  couple  of  years. 
The  City  is  striving  toward  the  zero  waste-goal  aggressively. 

Director  Nutter  reported  that  the  Department  has  initiated  a  strategic  planning  process  to  update  its  Strategic 
Plan.  A  program  manager  retreat  is  scheduled  for  October  to  discuss  each  individual  program  area  as  well 
as  overall  Department  vision  and  goals.  In  addition,  weekly  senior  staff  meetings  are  scheduled  where 
program  managers  will  present  on  a  weekly  basis  their  section's  draft  strategic  plan  to  other  program 
managers.  It  is  expected  that  process  would  take  three  months,  and  the  goal  is  to  have  a  draft  Strategic  Plan 
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in  place  by  January.  She  asked  how  the  Commission  would  like  to  provide  their  input  and  be  involved  in 
that  process. 

Director  Nutter  discussed  the  aggressive  goals  that  have  been  set  for  the  Department  to  work  on.  One  is  to 
reduce  San  Francisco's  carbon  emissions  20%  below  1990  levels  by  2012.  By  the  last  reading,  we  were  at 
about  seven  percent,  which  means  that  there  are  1 5  months  to  reduce  over  ten-percent  of  carbon  emissions 
in  San  Francisco.  She  reported  that  Ms.  Ostrander,  of  the  Department's  Energy  team,  is  actively  working 
on  gathering  Climate  Action  Plan  data  so  it  can  be  determined  if  and  how  that  goal  can  be  reached.  The 
other  area  that  the  Mayor  is  excited  about  is  having  San  Francisco  become  an  electric  vehicle  capital  of  our 
country  and  to  aggressively  install  electric-vehicle  charging  stations  throughout  San  Francisco.  Mr.  Bob 
Hayden  who  has  been  spearheading  this  effort  for  the  Department  has  been  securing  funding,  staff  and 
working  aggressively  to  implement  these  charging  stations.  There  is  a  short  timeline  before  cars  like  the 
Nissan  Leaf  and  Chevy  Volt  come  online.  We  as  a  city  want  to  lead  the  way  to  say  there  is  an  opportunity 
for  San  Franciscans  to  purchase  electric  vehicles  and  make  sure  that  an  infrastructure  is  in  place  to  help 
electric  vehicle  owners  make  that  switch.  It  is  an  exciting  opportunity  that  is  already  in  process,  but  will 
take  a  lot  of  effort  to  make  happen. 

The  next  goal  is  for  San  Francisco  to  become  a  zero  waste  city  by  2020.  The  Zero  Waste  team  has  done  a 
fantastic  job  in  partnership  with  Recology  and  the  City  implementing  all  policies  that  have  been  put  in  place 
to  encourage  getting  to  zero  waste.  It  is  a  two-part  campaign  to  continue  education  and  outreach.  Policies 
are  in  place,  but  an  aggressive  outreach  campaign  has  to  be  implemented  to  provide  information  to 
residences  and  businesses  that  there  is  a  mandatory  law  and  to  provide  education  and  outreach  on  how  to 
comply  with  the  law.  Secondly  is  looking  at  local  and  state  legislation  to  mandate  how  producers 
manufacture  and  package  their  products. 

Another  area  where  the  Department  can  play  a  key  role  above  and  beyond  what  is  currently  being  done  is  to 
enforce  the  whole  idea  that  being  green  makes  economic  sense  and  continuing  to  send  that  message  to  the 
community.  The  City  has  come  a  long  way  where  people  know  there  is  a  green  jobs  movement,  and  there 
are  a  lot  of  green  tech  companies  that  have  located  to  San  Francisco.  A  lot  of  people  talk  about  the 
opportunity  to  get  a  green  job  and  get  trained  for  a  green  job  and  helping  all  different  types  of  communities, 
but  there  is  a  lot  of  work  that  can  be  done  in  San  Francisco  to  model  some  of  the  other  strong  green  jobs 
programs,  e.g.,  the  East  Bay  Green  Jobs  Corridor  where  they  have  a  done  a  good  job  working  with 
companies,  trainees,  municipalities,  and  city  colleges  to  have  a  robust  program  bringing  together  all  the 
entities  that  have  green  jobs  curriculum  and  the  jobs  to  aggressively  move  a  green  jobs  agenda  forward.  The 
Department  can  be  more  of  a  key  player  and  could  work  closer  with  workforce  development  staff  and 
departments  to  ensure  that  the  green  jobs  curriculum  has  the  depth  of  knowledge  on  sustainability  and 
environmental  ism  that  is  part  of  the  core  of  expertise  that  the  Department  has. 

Director  Nutter  stated  that  the  report  she  has  given  for  today's  meeting  is  based  on  discussions  she  has  held 
with  staff  and  other  department  heads  in  order  to  identify  opportunities  for  the  Department  to  continue  to 
lead  the  way  on  these  issues.  She  stated  that  her  overall  strategy  and  a  few  focus  areas  as  Director  would  be 
to  focus  on  interagency  collaboration  especially  with  the  Climate  Action  Plan,  interdepartmental 
coordination,  and  working  with  the  Commission  to  find  creative  ways  to  engage  individual  Commissioners 
and  the  Commission  as  a  whole. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  provided  the  following  comments: 

•    The  77%  diversion  rate  press  announcement  provided  directions  to  the  event  by  car  only,  not  by 
transit,  bicycling  or  carpooling  or  another  form  of  transportation. 
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•  Requested  that  Commissioners  continue  to  receive  Senior  Staff  minutes. 

•  Commissioners  may  be  interested  in  attending  Senior  Staff  meetings  to  better  understand 
Department  activities. 

•  Suggested  inviting  one  or  two  Commissioners  to  the  Senior  Staff  retreat. 

•  Suggested  holding  a  longer  discussion  on  the  Draft  Strategic  Plan  at  a  future  meeting. 

•  She  approves  that  the  Department  is  advocating  for  electric  vehicles,  but  suggested  that  messaging 
should  be  directed  more  to  cars  not  being  good  for  the  planet  no  matter  how  they  are  powered.  The 
manufacturing  of  cars,  the  extraction  of  resources  needed  for  manufacturing,  transportation  of  parts 
to  the  factory,  and  the  energy  used  in  the  factory  are  not  good  things.  Messaging  should  include  that 
most  importantly,  people  try  not  to  use  a  vehicle  but  if  a  car  must  be  driven,  then  please  consider  a 
renewable  energy  vehicle;  and  to  use  more  caution  when  encouraging  people  to  buy  a  new  car 
whether  it  is  electric  or  hybrid.  She  noted  that  you  have  to  own  an  electric  vehicle  for  a  long  time 
before  you  make  up  for  the  carbon  footprint  of  producing  that  vehicle. 

Commissioner  Wald  inquired  whether  the  Department  still  has  a  carbon  calculator  on  its  website.  Ms. 
Raphael  stated  that  the  carbon  calculator  was  added  to  the  website  during  World  Environment  Day  but 
may  not  be  up  to  date.  Director  Nutter  stated  that  the  EcoMap  that  is  separate  from  the  Department's 
website  has  carbon  calculators  but  it  may  need  attention.  Ms.  Nutter  stated  that  the  Clean  Air  program 
within  the  Department  is  structured  so  that  there  is  a  clean  car  staffer,  electric  vehicle  staffer,  public 
transportation  staffer,  and  other  staff  that  work  on  ridesharing  programs  and  commuter  benefits 
programs.  A  discussion  was  recently  held  to  combine  program  staff  to  a  zero  emissions  program  that 
would  look  more  comprehensively  at  transportation  vehicles,  so  it  isn't  just  that  electric  cars  are  the 
answer,  but  to  include  all  elements  of  transportation.  The  Department  wants  to  look  at  how  to  address 
the  transportation  piece  more  holistically  including  electric  vehicles  and  will  keep  suggestions  in  mind 
when  talking  about  electric  vehicles,  public  transportation,  and  what  the  alternatives  are. 

Commissioners  requested  that  a  discussion  be  held  at  a  future  meeting  on  the  Strategic  Plan  timeline  and 
the  best  way  the  Commissioners  can  provide  input  before  a  Draft  Plan  is  committed  to.  Director  Nutter 
reported  that  each  program  manager  has  been  calendared  into  a  Senior  Staff  meeting.  By  the  next 
Commission  meeting,  a  date  will  be  selected  for  a  senior  staff  retreat  in  October,  so  a  timeline  can  be 
discussed  and  specific  information  can  be  given  on  how  the  Commission  can  provide  input.  Director 
Nutter  suggested  that  individual  Commissioners  attend  senior  staff  meeting  presentations  and  attend 
portions  of  the  retreat. 

Commissioner  Wald  suggested  that  staff  from  each  program  area  on  a  rotational  basis  present  their  draft 
strategic  plans  at  the  next  three  Policy  Committee  meetings  for  review  and  discussion.  Ms.  Raphael 
suggested  that  Commissioners  who  may  have  an  interest  in  a  specific  subject  matter  spend  more  time  on 
those  specific  strategic  plan  subjects.  Director  Nutter  stated  that  hearing  Commissioner's  comments  and 
feedback  is  helpful.  Commissioner  Gravanis  asked  that  the  program  area  section's  draft  plan  documents 
be  presented  to  the  Commissioners  well  in  advance  of  the  meeting  so  there  is  an  opportunity  for  careful 
review. 

Commissioners  Gravanis  stated  that  there  are  strategic  plan  items  that  are  predetermined  by  contracts 
and  grants  that  would  not  require  input  from  Commissioners,  but  there  are  items  that  could  be  brought  to 
the  Commission  for  their  input.  Commissioner  Wald  suggested  that  staff  reach  out  to  Commissioners 
with  specific  questions  that  they  feel  the  Commissioners  could  provide  useful  input  into.  Director 
Nutter  stated  that  in  order  to  take  a  focused  approach,  staff  could  determine  the  key  areas  in  each 
program  area  that  would  have  more  opportunity  for  input.  Commissioner  Wald  suggested  a  discussion 
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on  how  to  create  more  links  between  each  program  area.  Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  there  was  a 
previous  agreement  to  include  a  section  in  the  plan  to  identify  goals  and  priorities  that  staff  could  work 
on  if  funding  were  to  become  available.  Director  Nutter  stated  that  there  will  be  discussions  internally 
about  having  a  more  robust  foundation  program  and  stronger  connections  to  the  foundation  world  as 
well  as  revisiting  the  idea  of  a  Friends  of  Group  that  could  provide  flexibility  and  funding  for  the 
Strategic  Plan. 

Commissioner  Wald  suggested  that  Commissioner-liaisons  be  assigned  to  each  program  area  on  a 
rotational  basis  in  order  to  strengthen  the  connection  between  Commissioners  and  Department  staff  and 
so  there  is  an  ability  to  provide  input  on  a  sustained  basis.  She  also  suggested  that  in  the  public 
education  and  outreach  area,  the  Department  do  more  to  acknowledge  San  Francisco  residents  for  their 
efforts  in  helping  the  Department  meet  their  goals,  e.g.  announcing  that  the  77%  diversion  rate  was 
reached  with  the  help  of  the  community.  Acknowledging  San  Francisco  residents  would  motivate  them 
to  be  more  enthusiastic  about  continuing  their  efforts.  Director  Nutter  stated  that  she  had  suggested 
including  thank-you's  in  newspaper  articles  so  that  people  would  be  motivated  in  their  efforts  in  making 
San  Francisco  more  of  a  sustainable  city  and  continue  their  efforts.  There  was  a  discussion  held  about 
methods  for  sending  acknowledgements  to  the  public,  e.g.,  free  air  time,  MUNI  bus  shelter 
advertisements  that  would  say  congratulations  to  San  Franciscans  for  helping  to  meet  these  goals  and 
here  is  what  you  can  do  in  the  future.  It  was  suggested  that  there  be  a  coordinated  messaging  campaign. 
Commissioner  Wald  concurred  with  the  green-beat  making  economic  sense  message  and  interagency 
collaboration  strategies. 

Public  Comment:  Ms.  Renata  Robinson  stated  that  she  learned  about  today's  Commission  Policy 
Committee  meeting  from  the  Women  in  Environmental  Network  newsletter  on  their  website.  She  stated 
that  she  has  noticed  more  interagency  collaboration  in  City  programs,  such  as  Great  Streets  and  noted 
that  zero  waste  is  a  strong  passion  of  hers.  She  discussed  ways  of  harnessing  people's  understanding  of 
why  using  environmentally  sound  principles  is  a  good  thing  to  do.  Ms.  Robinson  stated  that  the  action 
would  either  have  to  come  from  within  or  affect  the  individual  somehow.  Director  Nutter  stated  that  it 
is  important  to  find  out  what  would  motivate  people  and  inspire  them  to  act.  Commissioner  Gravanis 
asked  that  the  Women  in  Environmental  Network  be  added  to  the  Outreach  Survey  list.  Ms.  Fish 
announced  that  she  submitted  a  Commission  meeting  schedule  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  Clerk  of  the 
Board's  Office  in  order  to  publish  Commission  meetings  in  outreach  publications. 

7.  Announcements.  (Discussion).  Commissioner  Gravanis  announced  that  the  Bay  Friendly  Conference 
on  green  landscaping  is  this  Friday  in  San  Francisco  which  she  plans  to  attend.  She  stated  that  she 
would  be  providing  requests  for  changes  to  the  Bay  Friendly  checklist  on  biodiversity. 

8.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Discussion)  Commissioner  Wald  asked  Director  Nutter  and 
senior  managers  to  decide  whether  the  Strategic  Plan  drafts  should  be  heard  at  the  Policy  Committee's 
next  few  meetings.  She  suggested  a  continued  discussion  on  bird-friendly  buildings,  Strategic  Plan 
drafts,  and  possibly  the  Wastewater  Master  Plan.  Commissioner  Gravanis  suggested  that  the  Committee 
discuss  whether  it  would  be  beneficial  to  request  funding  to  attain  staff  to  work  in  collaboration  with  the 
San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission  on  the  Wastewater  Plan.   She  stated  she  would  research  the 
timeline  for  approval  of  the  plan  before  setting  the  discussion  as  an  agenda  item. 

Ms.  Fish  reported  that  the  Outreach  Survey  environmental  organizations  list  has  more  than  1 100 
agencies  at  this  time,  half  of  which  would  require  researching  email  addresses  for.  Commissioners 
Wald  and  Gravanis  requested  that  Ms.  Fish  send  the  Outreach  Survey  to  them  so  they  could  provide 
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input  into  streamlining  the  list.  Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  she  would  inquire  with  staff  when 
the  bottled  water  at  city  events  agenda  item  would  be  ready  for  additional  discussion.  Commissioner 
Wald  stated  that  a  discussion  should  be  held  at  a  future  meeting  on  refuse  fees.  Commissioner  Gravanis 
explained  that  this  agenda  item  was  to  discuss  not  penalizing  people  who  reduce  garbage. 

Public  Comment:  Commissioner  Wald  inquired  about  Ms.  Robinson's  interest  in  attending  the  Policy 
Committee  meeting.  Ms.  Robinson  stated  that  she  attended  this  meeting  because  she  is  interested  in 
transitioning  from  advertising  to  the  environmental  sector  and  would  like  to  do  project  management  on 
urban  sustainability  projects. 

9.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

10.  Adjournment.  The  Policy  Committee  meeting  adjourned  at  6:44  p.m. 

Respectfully  submitted  by, 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1)  the  Commission's  office,  11  Grove  Street,  San 
Francisco,  California  between  the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Committee  meeting  website 
https;//sites.google.com/a/sfenvironment.org/commission/policy-committee  with  each  agenda  or  meeting 
minutes,  or  (3)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone  number  415-355-3709  or  via  e- 
mail  at  Monica. Fish(a)sfgov.org. 

The  next  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  meeting  is  scheduled  for  Monday.  October  25, 
2010  at  5:00  p.m.  in  Room  421,  City  Hall. 


Approved:  October  25,  2010 
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Mail  to:  Ms.  Lurilla  Harris;  196  Putnam,  San  Francisco,  CA  94110 

COMMITTEE  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Johanna  Wald  (Chair),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice-Chair),  Rahul  Prakash 

ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 
Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Committee  takes  action  on  any  item. 

1 .  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call. 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  September  13,  2010  Policy  Committee  Regular  Meeting.  (Explanatory 
Document:  September  13,  2010  Draft  Minutes)  (Discussion  and  Action) 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda. 

4.  Overview  and  Recommendation  of  Adoption  of  "Standards  for  Bird-Safe  Buildings"  Document. 
Sponsor:  Commissioner  Ruth  Gravanis;  Speakers:  Mark  Palmer,  Municipal  Green  Building 
Coordinator,  Department  of  the  Environment  (5  minutes)  and  AnMarie  Rodgers,  Manager  of  Legislative 
Affairs,  San  Francisco  Planning  Department  (15  minutes)  (Explanatory  Document:  Standards  for  Bird- 
Safe  Buildings)  (Informational  Report  and  Possible  Action) 

5.  Update  on  City  Department  Climate  Action  Plans.  Sponsor:  Melanie  Nutter,  Director;  Staff  Speaker: 
Calla  Ostrander,  Climate  Action  Coordinator  (15  minutes)  (Informational  Report,  Discussion,  and 
Possible  Action) 

6.  Review  of  Commission  on  the  Environment  Draft  Annual  Report  for  inclusion  into  the  201 1 
Annual  Report  and  Efficiency  Plan  for  recommendation  to  the  Commission  on  the  Environment. 

Sponsor:  Commissioner  Wald;  Staff  Speaker:  Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary  (5  minutes) 
(Explanatory  Document:  Annual  Report  Draft)  (Informational  Report,  Discussion  and  Action) 

7.  Director's  Report  and  Updates.  Speaker:  Melanie  Nutter,  Director  (Informational  Report  and 
Discussion) 

8.  Announcements.  (Discussion) 

9.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Discussion) 

10.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda. 

11.  Adjournment. 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary,  TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

The  next  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  meeting  is  scheduled  for  Monday,  November  8,  2010  at  5:00  p.m. 
in  Room  421,  City  Hall. 
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**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1 )  the  Commission's  office,  1 1  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  California  between 
the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Policy  Committee's  website  https://sites.qooqle.eom/a/sfenvironment. orq/commission/policv- 
committee  ,  or  (3)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary  at  telephone  number  415-355-3709,  or  via  e-mail  at 
Monica. Fish(S)sfqov. org  within  three  business  days  of  a  meeting.  If  any  materials  related  to  an  item  on  this  agenda  have  been 
distributed  to  the  Commission  Policy  Committee  after  distribution  of  the  agenda  packet,  those  materials  are  available  for  public 
inspection  at  the  Department  of  the  Environment,  11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102  during  normal  office  hours  or  will  be  made 
available  at  the  Policy  Committee  meeting  website  link  https://sites.qooqle.eom/a/sfenvironment.orq/commission/policy-committee  as 
links  included  with  the  agenda  or  meeting  minutes. 

Important  Information 

The  ringing  of  and  use  of  cell  phones,  pagers  and  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices  are  prohibited  at  this  meeting.  Please  be 
advised  that  the  Chair  may  order  the  removal  from  the  meeting  room  of  any  person(s)  responsible  for  the  ringing  or  use  of  a  cell  phone, 
pager,  or  other  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices. 

NOTE:  Persons  unable  to  attend  the  meeting  may  submit  to  the  Committee,  by  the  time  the  proceedings  begin,  written  comments 
regarding  the  agenda  items  above.  These  comments  will  be  made  a  part  of  the  official  public  record  and  shall  be  brought  to  the 
attention  of  the  Committee  members.  Any  written  comments  should  be  sent  to:  Commission  Secretary  of  the  Environment,  1 1  Grove 
Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102  or  by  email  at  Monica.Fish(a)sfqov.orq  by  5:00  p.m.  on  the  day  prior  to  the  hearing.  Comments  which 
cannot  be  delivered  to  the  Commission  Secretary  by  that  time  may  be  taken  directly  to  the  hearing  at  the  location  above.  When  bringing 
handouts  to  meetings,  please  photocopy  on  both  sides  of  the  paper  and  try  to  use  post-consumer  recycled  or  tree-free  paper.  Also, 
please  bring  sufficient  copies  of  handouts  for  the  Committee,  the  Commission  Secretary  and  the  public. 

Public  Comment 

At  this  time,  members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  items  of  interest  that  are  within  the  subject  matter  jurisdiction  of  the 
Committee  but  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  Public  comment  will  be  taken  following  each  agendized  item.  Each  member  of  the  public 
may  address  the  Committee  for  up  to  three  minutes,  unless  otherwise  announced  by  the  Chair.  If  it  is  demonstrated  that  the  comments 
by  the  public  will  exceed  1 5  minutes,  the  Chair  may  continue  Public  Comment  to  another  time  during  the  meeting. 

The  Brown  Act  forbids  the  Committee  from  taking  action  or  discussing  any  item  or  issue  not  appearing  on  the  posted  agenda.  This  rule 
applies  to  issues  raised  in  public  comment  as  well.  In  response  to  public  comment,  not  on  an  agendized  item,  the  Committee  is  limited 

to: 

1.  Briefly  responding  to  statements  made  or  questions  posed  by  members  of  the  public,  or 

2.  Request  staff  to  report  back  on  a  matter  at  a  subsequent  meeting,  or 

3.  Directing  staff  to  place  the  item  or  issue  on  a  future  agenda  (Government  Code  Section  54954.2(a).) 

Disability  Access 

The  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  Meeting  will  be  held  at  City  Hall,  Room  421,  One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place, 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102,  in  the  Civic  Center  area.  The  meeting  room  is  wheelchair  accessible.  The  closest  accessible  BART  station 
is  the  Civic  Center  Station  at  United  Nations  Plaza  and  Market  Street.  Accessible  MUNI  lines  serving  this  location  are:  #71 
Haight/Noriega  and  the  F  Line  to  Market  and  Van  Ness  and  the  Metro  Stations  at  Van  Ness  and  Market  and  at  Civic  Center.  For 
information  about  MUNI  accessible  services  call  (415)  923-6142.  There  is  accessible  curbside  parking  adjacent  to  City  Hall  on  Grove 
Street  and  Van  Ness  Avenue  and  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Veterans  Building  at  401  Van  Ness  Avenue  adjacent  to  Davies  Hall  and  the  War 
Memorial  Complex. 

The  following  services  are  available  on  request  48  hours  prior  to  the  meeting;  except  for  Monday  meetings,  for  which  the  deadline  shall 
be  4:00  p.m.  of  the  last  business  day  of  the  preceding  week:  For  American  sign  language  interpreters  or  the  use  of  a  reader  during  a 
meeting,  a  sound  enhancement  system,  and/or  alternative  formats  of  the  agenda  and  minutes,  please  contact  Monica  Fish  at  (415) 
355-3709  to  make  arrangements  for  the  accommodation.  Late  requests  will  be  honored,  if  possible. 

In  order  to  assist  the  City's  efforts  to  accommodate  persons  with  severe  allergies,  environmental  illnesses,  multiple  chemical  sensitivity 
or  related  disabilities,  attendees  at  public  meetings  are  reminded  that  other  attendees  may  be  sensitive  to  various  chemical  based 
products.  Please  help  the  City  accommodate  these  individuals.  Individuals  with  chemical  sensitivity  or  related  disabilities  should  call 
the  Mayor's  Office  on  Disability  at  (415)  554-6789  or  (415)  554-6799  (TTY)  for  further  information. 

Know  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance 
(Chapter  67  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code) 
Government's  duty  is  to  serve  the  public,  reaching  its  decisions  in  full  view  of  the  public.  Commissions,  boards,  councils,  and  other 
agencies  of  the  City  and  County  exist  to  conduct  the  people's  business.  This  ordinance  assures  that  deliberations  are  conducted 
before  the  people  and  that  City  operations  are  open  to  the  people's  review.  For  more  information  on  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine 
Ordinance  or  to  report  a  violation  of  the  ordinance,  contact  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  Task  Force,  Sunshine  Task  Force  Administrator, 
City  Hall,  Room  409,  1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102-4683  at  Phone  No.:  (415)  554-7724;  Fax  No.:  (415) 
554-7854;  E-mail:  sotf @ sfqov.org.  Copies  of  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  can  be  obtained  from  the  Clerk  of  the  Sunshine  Task  Force,  the 
San  Francisco  Public  Library  and  on  the  City's  website  at  www.sfgov.org. 

Lobbyist  Registration  and  Reporting  Requirements 
Individuals  and  entities  that  influence  or  attempt  to  influence  local  legislative  or  administrative  action  may  be  required  by  the  San 
Francisco  Lobbyist  Ordinance  [SF  Campaign  &  Governmental  Conduct  Code  §2.100,  et.  seq]  to  register  and  report  lobbying  activity. 
For  more  information  about  the  Lobbyist  Ordinance,  please  contact  the  Ethics  Commission  at:  25  Van  Ness  Avenue,  Second  Floor,  San 
Francisco,  CA  94102;  telephone  (415)  252-3100,  fax  (415)  252-31 12;  web  site  at  www.sfgov.org/ethics. 
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Project  Name:  Bird-Safe  Building  Standards 

Case  Number:  2010.0182U 

Initiated  by:  San  Francisco  Planning  Department 

Staff  Contact:  AnMarie  Rodgers,  Manager  Legislative  Affairs 

anmarie.rodgers@sfgov.org,  415-558-6395 

Recommendation:  Authorize  Department  to  1)  collect  public  comment  through  the  end  of 
2010;  2)  consider  revisions  to  the  document  based  upon  comments 
received;  and  3)  prepare  a  draft  Ordinance  for  the  Commission's 
consideration  in  early  2011  that  would  implement  proposed  controls 
and  adopt  a  final  "Standards  for  Bird-Safe  Buildings"  document;  and 
4)  adopt  the  attached  Draft  Motion  to  that  effect. 
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SUMMARY 

The  draft  "Bird-Safe  Building  Standards"  explains  the  documented  risks  that  structures  present  to  birds. 
Over  thirty  years  of  research  has  proven  the  risk  of  death  due  to  bird  collisions  with  structures  to  be 
"biologically  significant"  for  certain  bird  species.  Recent  studies  have  determined  that  annual  bird 
fatalities  in  North  America  from  window  collisions  may  be  as  high  as  1  billion  birds  per  year  or  1-5%  of 
all  birds.  While  the  facts  are  staggering,  the  solutions  are  within  reach.  The  majority  of  these  deaths  are 
foreseeable  and  avoidable.  The  draft  document  summarizes  proven  successful  remedies  such  as  window 
treatments;  lighting  design;  and  lighting  operation.  The  draft  document  proposes  a  three-pronged 
approach  to  the  problem:  1)  establishment  of  requirements  for  the  most  hazardous  conditions;  2)  use  of 
an  educational  checklist  to  educate  project  sponsors  and  their  future  tenants  on  potential  hazards;  and  3) 
creation  and  expansion  of  voluntary  programs  to  encourage  more  bird-safe  practices  including 
acknowledging  those  who  pursue  certification  through  a  proposed  new  program  for  "bird-safe  building" 
recognition. 

This  hearing  will  announce  the  public  release  of  the  draft  document  and  will  provide  the  Planning 
Commission  with  an  opportunity  to  advise  staff  on  how  to  proceed. 


Current  Proposal: 

Contained  in  attached  draft  document,  "Standards  for  Bird-Safe  Buildings". 

BACKGROUND 

While  the  issue  has  been  discussed  in  scientific  literature  and  among  bird-enthusiasts  for  years, 
government  regulation  is  fairly  recent.  The  Migratory  Bird  Treaty  Act  prohibits  the  "incidental, 
accidental  or  unintentional  take  of  migratory  birds."  As  described  in  the  attached  document,  the  cities  of 
Toronto  and  Chicago  have  recently  passed  Ordinances  making  "bird-safe"  guidelines  mandatory.  In 
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Minnesota,  bird-safe  building  criteria  are  scheduled  for  inclusion  in  the  2010  State  of  Minnesota 
Sustainable  Building  Design  Guidelines.  Nationally  a  bill  is  pending  that,  if  passed,  would  require  all 
federal  buildings  to  incorporate  bird-friendly  construction.  In  San  Francisco,  the  issue  has  recently  arisen 
in  a  few  notable  cases  such  as  The  Exploratorium  (SF  Port  Commission),  Treasure  Island,  and  555 
Washington. 


No  action  is  required.  The  draft  document  is  before  the  Commission  so  that  it  may  consider  pursuit  of 
adoption  of  the  draft  document  and  concepts  contained  therein. 


The  Department  recommends  that  the  Commission  instruct  the  Department  to  1)  collect  public  comment 
through  the  end  of  2010;  2)  consider  revisions  to  the  document  based  upon  comments  received;  and  3) 
prepare  a  draft  Ordinance  for  the  Commission's  consideration  in  early  2011  that  would  implement 
proposed  controls  and  adopt  a  final  "Standards  for  Bird-Safe  Buildings"  document;  and  4)  adopt  the 
attached  Draft  Motion  to  that  effect. 


Vast  evidence  has  demonstrated  that  bird  collisions  with  buildings  are  real  threat  that  can  be 
significantly  reduced  through  design.  The  issue  of  bird-safe  design  is  increasingly  of  interest  to  the 
people  of  San  Francisco  and  across  the  country.  Bird-safe  design  has  been  raised  as  an  issue  during 
recent  entitlement  hearings  and  CEQA  review.  By  defining  the  most  hazardous  conditions  and  codifying 
effective  and  appropriate  controls,  the  Department  seeks  to  decrease  bird  causalities  and  to  increase 
certainty  in  the  development  process.  Alternatives  to  codification  could  include  adoption  of  design 
guidelines  without  requirements;  further  study  of  the  issue;  and/or  implementation  of  the  proposed 
certification 


If  the  Commission  elects  to  pursue  adoption  of  the  draft  document  in  any  form,  environmental  review 
will  be  completed  before  the  future  adoption  hearings. 


REQUIRED  COMMISSION  ACTION 


RECOMMENDATION 


BASIS  FOR  RECOMMENDATION 


ENVIRONMENTAL  REVIEW 


PUBLIC  COMMENT 


As  of  the  date  of  this  report,  the  Planning  Department  has  not  yet  released  the  draft  document. 


RECOMMENDATION: 


Recommendation  of  Approval  with  Modifications 


Attachments: 

Exhibit  A: 
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SAN  FRANCISCO 

PLANNING  DEPARTMENT  

Draft  Planning  Commission  Motion 

Public  Release  of  Draft  Bird-Safe  Building  Standards 

HEARING  DATE:  OCTOBER  14,  2010 


Project  Name:  Bird-Safe  Building  Standards 

Case  Number:  2010.0182U 

Initiated  by:  San  Francisco  Planning  Department 

Staff  Contact:  AnMarie  Rodgers,  Manager  Legislative  Affairs 

anmarie.rodgers@sfgov.org,  415-558-6395 

Recommendation:  Authorize  Department  to  1)  collect  public  comment  through  the  end  of 
2010;  2)  consider  revisions  to  the  document  based  upon  comments 
received;  and  3)  prepare  a  draft  Ordinance  for  the  Commission's 
consideration  in  early  2011  that  would  implement  proposed  controls 
and  adopt  a  final  "Bird-Safe  Building  Standards"  document. 
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AUTHORIZING  THE  DEPARTMENT  TO  1)  COLLECT  PUBLIC  COMMENT  ON  THE  DRAFT 
"STANDARDS  FOR  BIRD-SAFE  BUILDINGS"  DOCUMENT  THROUGH  THE  END  OF  2010;  2) 
CONSIDER  REVISIONS  TO  THE  DOCUMENT  BASED  UPON  COMMENTS  RECEIVED;  AND  3) 
PREPARE  A  DRAFT  ORDINANCE  FOR  THE  COMMISSION'S  CONSIDERATION  IN  EARLY  2011 
THAT  WOULD  IMPLEMENT  PROPOSED  CONTROLS  AND  ADOPT  A  FINAL  "STANDARDS  FOR 
BIRD-SAFE  BUILDINGS"  "  DOCUMENT;  AND  4)  ADOPT  THE  ATTACHED  DRAFT  MOTION  TO 
THAT  EFFECT. 


PREAMBLE 

Whereas,  on  February  5,  2009,  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission  (hereinafter  "Commission") 
received  information  from  Planning  Department  staff  (hereinafter  "staff")  on  San  Francisco's  "Lights  Out 
for  Birds  Program"  in  response  to  a  Commissioner  request;  and 

Whereas,  on  October  8,  2009,  the  Commission  requested  that  staff  present  information  on  Bird-Friendly 
Building  Standards  Informational  Presentation  by  Christine  Sheppard,  PhD,  Bird  Collisions  Campaign 
Manager  of  the  American  Bird  Conservancy,  Washington,  DC;  and 

Whereas,  on  October  14,  2010,  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission  conducted  a  duly  noticed  public 
hearing  at  a  regularly  scheduled  meeting  to  consider  a  draft  document  titled  "Standards  for  Bird-Safe 
Buildings";  and 

Whereas,  the  Commission  has  heard  and  considered  the  testimony  presented  to  it  at  the  public  hearing 
and  has  further  considered  written  materials  and  oral  testimony  presented  on  behalf  of  the  applicant, 
Department  staff,  and  other  interested  parties;  and 
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Whereas,  the  draft  document  and  any  implementing  ordinances  will  be  subject  to  environmental  review 
under  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  prior  to  any  future  adoption  hearing;  and 

Whereas,  the  all  pertinent  documents  may  be  found  in  the  files  of  the  Department,  as  the  custodian  of 
records,  at  1650  Mission  Street,  Suite  400,  San  Francisco;  and 

Whereas,  the  Commission  has  reviewed  the  proposed  draft  document;  and 

MOVED,  that  the  Commission  hereby  authorizes  the  Department  to 

1)  collect  public  comment  on  the  draft  "Standards  For  Bird-Safe  Buildings"  document  through 
the  end  of  2010; 

2)  consider  revisions  to  the  document  based  upon  comments  received; 

3)  prepare  a  draft  ordinance  for  the  commission's  consideration  in  early  2011  that  would 
implement  proposed  controls  and  adopt  a  final  "standards  for  bird-safe  buildings"  " 
document;  and 

that  the  Commission  hereby  adopts  this  draft  motion  to  that  effect. 


Having  reviewed  the  materials  identified  in  the  preamble  above,  and  having  heard  all  testimony  and 
arguments,  this  Commission  finds,  concludes,  and  determines  as  follows: 

1.  Over  thirty  years  of  research  has  proven  the  risk  to  be  "biologically  significant"  for  certain  bird 
species.  Recent  studies  have  determined  that  annual  bird  fatalities  in  North  America  from  window 
collisions  may  be  as  high  as  1  billion  birds  per  year  or  1-5%  of  all  birds.  While  the  facts  are 
staggering,  the  solutions  are  within  reach.  The  majority  of  these  deaths  are  foreseeable  and 
avoidable;  and 

2.  Staff  have  prepared  a  draft  document  titled  "Standards  for  Bird-Safe  Buildings"  that  would  proposes 
a  three-pronged  approach  to  the  problem:  1)  establishment  of  requirements  for  the  most  hazardous 
conditions;  2)  use  of  an  educational  checklist  to  educate  project  sponsors  and  their  future  tenants  on 
potential  hazards;  and  3)  creation  and  expansion  of  voluntary  programs  to  encourage  more  bird-safe 
practices  including  acknowledging  those  who  pursue  certification  through  a  proposed  new  program 
for  "bird-safe  building"  recognition;  and 

3.  The  Commission  is  interested  in  considering  public  comment;  a  revised  draft  document  that 
responds  to  public  comment  at  a  future  hearing;  and  draft  ordinance  for  the  Commission's 
consideration  that  would  implement  proposed  controls  and  adopt  a  final  "standards  for  bird-safe 
buildings"  document;  and 

4.  General  Plan  Compliance.  The  proposed  draft  document  and  any  associated  proposed  Ordinance 
will  be  reviewed  for  General  Plan  consistency  prior  to  any  adoption  hearing. 
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5.  Planning  Code  Section  101  Review:  The  proposed  draft  document  and  any  associated  proposed 
Ordinance  will  be  reviewed  for  consistency  with  the  eight  General  Plan  priority  policies  set  forth  in 
Section  101.1  prior  to  any  future  adoption  hearing 

I  hereby  certify  that  the  Planning  Commission  ADOPTED  the  foregoing  Motion  on  October  14,  2010. 

Linda  Avery 
Commission  Secretary 

AYES: 
NAYS: 
ABSENT: 

ADOPTED:       October  14,  2010 
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This  report  is  in  draft  form  for  review  and  comment.  Prepared  for  the  San  Francisco 
Planning  Commission. 
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Preface:  Purpose  of  the  Standards 


"The  wide  variety  of  native  birds  that  thrive  in  urban  areas  wider- 
scores  the  importance  of  these  artificial  habitats  to  the  survival  of 
many  bird  populations.  Creating  greenspace  in  urban  environments, 
landscaping  with  native  plants  in  backyards  and  parks,  adopting 
architecture  and  lighting  systems  that  reduce  collisions,  and  keeping 
pets  indoors  will  provide  the  greatest  benefit  to  breeding  birds 
and  migrants  seeking  safe  places  to  rest  and  find  food  during  their 
spectacular  journeys. " 

-  2009  State  of  The  Birds  Report  by  tlie  United  States  Government  US  Department  of  Interior. 


Varied  Thrush 


Anna's  Hummingbird 


Pigeons  and  sparrows  are  readily  visible  in  San  Francisco.  These 
ubiquitous  city  birds  are  not  shy  about  sharing  our  urban  spaces. 
But  the  casual  observer  may  be  shocked  to  learn  that  our  City's  birds 
are  much  more  diverse.  There  are  about  400  species  of  birds  in 
San  Francisco;  remarkably,  this  is  nearly  half  the  species  in  all  North 
America  (Kay  2009)  For  those  who  look,  the  shyer  species  are  just 
around  the  corner.  This  is  due  in  part  to  the  diverse  habitats  of  the  Bay 
Area  and  its  position  on  the  coastal  migration  path,  the  Pacific  Flyway. 
Some  birds  are  well-adapted  to  urban  life,  and  they  may  remain  here 
as  year-round  "residents."  Others  are  migratory  passing  through  the 
City  southward  in  autumn  en  route  to  their  winter  feeding-grounds,  then 
returning  northward  in  spring  to  establish  territories  in  their  summer 
breeding  grounds. 

While  our  birds  are  diverse  and  exciting,  there  are  special  problems 
posed  for  birds  living  in  or  flying  through  cities.  Over  30  years  of 
research  has  documented  that  buildings  and  windows  are  the  top 
killer  of  wild  birds  in  North  America  {Banks  1979;  Ogden  1996;  Hager 
et  al.  2008;  Klem  2009;  Gelb  and  Delacretaz  2009).  Structure  collision 
fatalities  may  account  for  between  100  million  and  1  billion  birds  killed 
annually  in  North  America  {United  States  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
2002;  Klem  2009).  According  to  the  leading  expert,  Dr.  Daniel  Klem 
Jr.  this  toll  strikes  indiscriminately  culling  some  of  the  healthiest  of  the 
species.  "From  a  population  standpoint,  it's  a  bleeding  that  doesn't  get 
replaced,"  he  added,  estimating  that  between  1  percent  and  5  percent 
of  the  total  migratory  population  die  in  window  crashes  annually  {Knee, 
2009).  Many  of  these  are  endangered  or  threatened  species  whose 
populations  are  already  sinking  due  to  habitat  loss,  toxin  loads,  and 
other  severe  environmental  pressures. 
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STANDARDS  FOR  BIRD-SAFE  BUILDINGS 


Juvenile  residents  and  migrants  of  all  ages  —  those  least 
familiar  with  the  urban  setting  —  bear  the  greatest  risk  of  injury 
or  death  from  the  hazards  of  the  city  environment.  Collision 
hazards  include  vehicles,  bridges,  transmission  towers, 
power  lines,  and  turbines,  but  the  majority  of  avian  deaths 
and  injuries  occur  from  impacts  with  building  components 
such  as  transparent  or  reflective  glass.  Night-time  lighting  also 
interferes  with  avian  migrations.  Scientists  have  determined 
that  bird  mortality  caused  by  building  collisions  is  "biologi- 
cally significant".  In  other  words,  building  collisions  are  a 
threat  of  sufficient  magnitude  to  affect  the  viability  of  bird 
populations,  leading  to  local,  regional,  and  national  declines. 
Night-migrating  songbirds-already  imperiled  by  habitat  loss 
and  other  environmental  stressors-are  at  double  the  risk, 
threatened  both  by  illuminated  buildings  when  they  fly  at  night 
and  by  daytime  glass  collisions  as  they  seek  food  and  shelter. 

While  species  that  are  plentiful  may  not  be  threatened  by 
structure  collisions,  many  species  that  are  threatened  or 
endangered  show  up  on  building  collision  lists  (Ogden  1996 
and  references  therein) . 

Strategies  that  improve  the  urban  design  quality  or  sustain- 
ability  of  the  built  environment  may  also  help  to  make  a  more 
bird-safe  city.  For  example,  San  Francisco  has  a  long-standing 
policy  prohibiting  installation  of  mirrored  glass,  to  meet 
aesthetic  goals.  This  policy  also  benefits  birds,  which  mistake 
reflections  for  real  space  and  don't  perceive  the  glass  as 
a  deadly  barrier.  The  launch  of  the  Golden  Gate  Audubon 
Society,  Pacific  Gas  &  Electric  Company,  and  Department  of 
the  Environment's  voluntary  Lights  Out  San  Francisco  program 
in  2008  links  smart  energy  policy  with  proven  bird  preservation 
strategies.  Research  by  ornithologists  at  Chicago's  Field 
Museum  of  Natural  History  found  that  consistently  turning  off 
bright  lights  or  closing  blinds  reduces  bird  deaths  by  83%. 

Occasionally  policy  goals  may  conflict,  and  we  must  balance 
the  benefits  and  costs  of  one  policy  against  the  other.  For 
instance,  gains  in  energy  and  resource  conservation  provided 
by  wind  generators  could  also  have  negative  environmental 
impacts  if  installations  of  those  wind  farms  increase  mortality 
among  flying  animals. 


A  Red-Tailed  Hawk  may  see  its  reflection  as  a  territorial 
rival  to  be  driven  away,  resulting  in  a  collision. 


..,.......„  ,, .  |  _ 
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Annual  kills  at  high-risk  structures  are  • 
and  avoidable  and  merit  protection  {Klem,  2009). 
The  controls  recommended  in  this  document  aim 
to  identify  high-risk  features  in  an  urban  setting 
and  regulate  these  situations  to  the  best  of  current 
scientific  understanding.  In  areas  where  the  risks 
are  less  well  known,  the  Department  does  not 
propose  to  apply  controls  but  instead  recommends 
project  sponsors  use  the  checklist  contained  in  this 
document  as  an  educational  tool  to  increase  their 
understanding  of  potential  dangers.  If  the  Commis- 
sion chooses  to  implement  this  document,  the  City 
would  establish  a  voluntary  bird-safe  rating  system 
to  acknowledge  building  owners  who  voluntarily 
take  measures  to  keep  birds  safe  on  their  property. 
At  this  time,  the  Planning  Department  also  urges 
local  researchers  to  further  explore  the  issue. 
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I.  The  Issue:  Birds,  Buildings,  People  and  Cities 


CHANGING  NATURE  OF  NORTH  AMERICA  & 
BUILDING  DESIGN 

The  consequences  of  our  population  growth  are  well- 
known:  sprawling  development  across  the  country 
compounds  habitat  loss  and  causes  changes  to 
vital  ecological  functions.  The  rate  of  sprawl  in  the 
United  States  almost  quadrupled  between  1954  and 
2000.  An  area  of  undeveloped  land  about  the  size  of 
Connecticut  is  converted  to  urbanized  landscapes 
annually  in  the  United  States  (U.S.  Department  of 
Agriculture  1997).  This  loss  of  habitat  exerts  great 
pressures  on  our  wildlife. 

Less  well-known  to  the  general  public  are  the  effects 
of  our  specific  development  forms  on  wildlife. 
Buildings  and  birds  have  coexisted  since  people  first 
sought  shelter.  Early  blocky  buildings  posed  little 
threat  to  birds  as  the  building  elements  were  quite 
visibly  solid.  The  advent  of  mass  produced  sheet 
glass  in  1902  greatly  increased  the  potential  for 
transparency.  The  innovation  of  steel  frame  buildings 
with  glass  curtain  walls  resulted  in  entire  high-rise 
buildings  that  appeared  transparent. 

After  the  Second  World  War,  these  steel  and  glass 
buildings  came  into  widespread  use  and  became 
the  iconic  20th  Century  American  building.  Today, 
planners  and  urban  dwellers  increasingly  demand 
building  transparency  to  achieve  street  activation  and 
pedestrian  interest.  As  glass  surface  area  increases 
so  do  the  number  of  bird  collisions.  After  World  War  II 
birdwatchers  began  documenting  major  bird-building, 
single-event  collisions  that  resulted  in  the  deaths  of 
hundreds  of  birds.  The  first  recorded  event  occurred 
on  September  10,  1948  when  more  than  200  birds  of 
30  species  were  killed  upon  collision  with  the  Empire 
State  Building.  Similar  events  have  occurred  every 
decade  with  notable  events  killing  10,000  to  50,000 
birds  at  a  strike  (Bower  2000) .  These  single-event 
strikes  are  often  tied  to  inclement  weather,  night 


migration,  and  brightly  lit  structures. 

ABOVE:  Many  historic  buildings  such  as  the  old  Transbay  Terminal 
present  a  solid  appearance. 
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STANDARDS  FOR  BIRD-SAFE  BUILDINGS 


While  the  single-event  collisions  are  dramatic,  the  bulk 
of  bird  deaths  result  from  the  cumulative  effects  of  a 
lone,  confused  bird  mistaking  glass  for  a  safe  flight 
path  The  lone  bird  strike  occurs  over  and  over  with 
conservative  estimates  calculating  that  each  building 
kills  10  birds  per  year  on  average  in  the  United  States 
(Klem  1990).  Poorly  designed  buildings  kill  hundreds 
per  year  (Hager  et  al.  2008).  Current  research  finds 
that  earlier  estimates  of  up  to  1  billion  bird  deaths 
per  year  due  to  building  collisions  were  conservative 
{Klem  et  al.  2009  and  references  therein) . 

New  trends  in  design  towards  green  architecture  can 
increase  or  moderate  the  risk  for  birds.  Green  design 
that  facilitates  bird  safety  includes:  the  avoidance 
of  light  pollution,  reduced  disturbance  to  natural 
landscapes  and  biological  systems,  and  lowered 
energy  use.  Green  design  can  also  be  hard  on  birds. 
Green  buildings  surrounded  by  lush  landscaping 
may  be  attracting  more  birds.  Window  reflections  of 
adjacent  greenery  lure  birds  to  false  trees.  Green  atria 
inside  buildings  too  may  call  birds  to  an  inaccessible 
haven  only  to  have  their  journey  harshly  interrupted 
mid-flight. 


ABOVE:  The  City's  new  bus  shelters  designed  by  Lundberg  Design 
use  a  subtle  frit  pattern  to  indicate  the  barrier.  This  design,  called 
"SF  Fog,"  is  effective  in  alerting  both  people  and  birds  to  the  glass. 
INSETS  show  how  the  frit  pattern  is  more  dense  at  the  bottom  and 
dissipates  like  the  City's  fog  at  the  top. 


But,  green  building  design  can  go  hand-in-hand 
with  bird-safe  design.  The  Green  Building  Council 
rating  system,  LEED,  challenges  designers  to  assess 
the  impact  of  building  and  site  development  on 
wildlife,  and  incorporate  measures  to  reduce  threats. 
Buildings  may  be  certified  as  silver,  gold  or  platinum 
according  to  the  number  of  credits  achieved.  LEED 
Version  3  will  offer  the  first  optional  points  for  bird-safe 
building  design.  There  is  room  for  growth.  In  the 
future,  green  design  should  thoroughly  consider  the 
impact  of  design  for  wild  flora  and  fauna. 


BELOW:  The  California  Academy  of  Sciences  showcases 
many  green  design  features  including  a  green  roof  set 
within  a  lush,  green  landscape  that  is  a  natural  respite  for 
birds  migrating  through  the  city.  These  features  combined 
with  the  building  siting  in  an  park  and  the  extensive  use  of 


Across  the  concourse  from  the  California  Academy  of  Sciences, 
the  De  Young  Museum  presents  less  hazards  due  to  its  low 
amount  of  glazing  and  perforated  copper  facade. 


THE  BASICS:  BIRDS  &  BUILDINGS 

We  don't  know  exactly  what  birds  see  when  they  look 
at  glass  but  we  do  know  that  the  amount  of  glass  in  a 
building  is  the  strongest  predictor  of  how  dangerous 
it  is  to  birds.  Other  factors  can  increase  or  decrease  a 
building's  impact,  including  the  density  and  species 
composition  of  local  bird  populations,  the  type,  location 
and  extent  of  landscaping  and  nearby  habitat,  prevailing 
wind  and  weather,  and  patterns  of  migration  through  the 
area.  All  must  be  considered  when  planning  bird-friendly 
environments.  Commercial  buildings  with  large  expanses 
of  glass  can  kill  large  numbers  of  birds,  estimated  at  35  • 
million  per  year  in  the  US  {Hager  et  al  2008).  With  bird 
kills  estimated  at  1-10  per  building  per  year,  the  large 
number  of  buildings  multiplies  out  to  a  national  estimate 
of  as  much  as  a  billion  birds  per  year  (Klem  et  al  2009; 
Klem  1990,  2009).  As  we'll  discuss,  certain  particularly 
hazardous  combinations  can  result  in  hundreds  of  deaths 
per  year  for  a  single  building. 


Causes  of  Collisions: 


LOCATION/SETTING: 

San  Francisco  is  on  the  Oceanic  Route  of  the  Pacific 
Flyway.  During  migration,  birds  tend  to  follow  rivers  and 
the  coastline.  In  this  way  migrants  funnel  southward 
together  in  the  fall  and  disperse  northward  in  the  spring. 


LEFT:  According  to  the  Golden  Gate  Audubon  Society,  over  250  species 
migrate  through  San  Francisco  Bay,  many  of  them  small  songbirds  such 
as  warblers,  thrushes,  tanagers  and  sparrows  that  migrate  at  night  and 
may  be  most  susceptible  to  collisions  with  structures. 
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VISITING  BIRDS: 

Migrating  birds  are  unfamiliar  with  the  City  and  may 
be  exhausted  from  their  flight.  Instances  of  collisions 
rise  during  the  migratory  seasons  (Hageretal.  2008). 


RIGHT:  Millions  of  birds  -  more  than  350  species  -  follow  the  Pacific 
Flyway.  Of  the  two  primary  routes,  the  Oceanic  Route  passes  through 
the  Bay  Area.  Spring  migration  occurs  between  February  through 
May,  and  fall  migration  begins  in  August  and  lasts  through  November. 
During  this  time,  collisions  with  buildings  can  increase  notably. 


m\Jt 


LOCATION/SITING: 

How  a  building  meets  adjacent  landscape  features 
can  be  critical  in  determining  the  risk  to  birds. 
Buildings  with  large  windows  located  adjacent 
to  extensive  vegetation  present  great  hazards.  In 
suburban  areas,  buildings  with  these  features  have 
been  documented  to  kill  30  birds  per  year  (Klem  1990; 
and  O'Connell  2001).  This  combination  may  be  even 
more  lethal  in  urban  areas.  Studies  of  Manhattan  sites 
with  these  features  have  recorded  well  over  100  colli- 
sions per  year  (Ge/b  and  Delacretaz  2009). 


RIGHT  MIDDLE:  The  Randall  Museum  in  San  Francisco  features 
large  windows  adjacent  to  lush  landscaping  and  is  set  within  Corona 
Heights  Park.  These  features  can  combine  with  deadly  results  for 
birds  as  has  been  documented  elsewhere  (see  page  16). 


WEATHER  CONDITIONS: 

Inclement  weather  can  obscure  obstacles  and 
exacerbate  skyglow  conditions  (Ogden  1996  and 
references  therein) . 


http  l/aismile  comi2Q09/Q9f30ibeautifut _picture$  of _$anjrana3CO_cojeiedyjtrhJog  JO _p*cs  _1  _video  html 
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AMOUNT  OF  GLASS: 


Glass  causes  virtually  all  bird  collisions  with  buildings.  It's  logical 
that  as  the  amount  of  glazing  increases  on  a  building  the  threat 
also  increases.  A  study  in  New  York  (Klem  etal,  2009)  found  a  10% 
increase  in  the  area  of  reflective  and  transparent  glass  on  a  building 
facade  correlated  with  a  19-32%  increase  in  the  number  of  fatal  colli- 
sions, in  spring  and  fall,  when  visiting  migrants  are  present. 


Hand  Print  Rule:  Small 
birds  may  try  to  fly 
through  any  spaces  that 
are  about  the  size  of  a 
child's  handprint. 
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Exceptional  Acrobats: 
Some  birds  such  as  the 
barn  swallow  pictured 
here  can  easily  fly 
through  spaces  that  are 
more  narrow.  This  bird 
is  traveling  at  35  mph 
through  a  2-inch  seam. 


htlp  lizuzutop  com/2O09i07/a-job-(or-5upetswallow, 


GLAZING  CHARACTERISTICS: 

Reflective  or  transparent  glass 
quality  both  present  hazards 
to  birds  (Ge/fo  and  Delacretaz 
2009). 


LEFT:  Reflections:  A  bird  looking  for  a 
perch  may  mistake  the  reflected  tree  for  an 
actual  tree. 

RIGHT:  Transparent  glass  can  be  mistaken 
for  a  clear  flightpath. 


10  SAN  FRANCISCO  PLANNING  DEPARTMENT  V.  10  01  2010 


BUILDING  FEATURES: 


Well-articulated  buildings  orient  people  as  well  as  birds. 


BUILDING  HEIGHT  &  MASSING: 

Typically,  as  building  size  increases,  so  usually  does 
the  amount  of  glass,  making  larger  buildings  more 
of  a  threat.  It  is  generally  felt  that  the  lower  stories  of 
buildings  are  the  most  dangerous,  because  windows 
that  are  at  canopy  height  are  more  likely  to  reflect 
trees  and  other  landscape  features  that  attract  birds. 
This  makes  a  long,  low  building  more  of  a  hazard  than 
a  tall  one  of  equal  interior  square-footage.  However, 
as  monitoring  programs  access  setbacks  and  roofs 
of  tall  buildings,  they  are  finding  that  birds  also  collide 
with  buildings  at  the  higher  floors  at  significant  rates. 
This  is  an  area  where  more  information  is  needed. 


TOP:  Foundry  Square  presents  a  full  facade  of  highly 
reflective  glass.  While  all  glass  can  be  reflective,  glass 
manufacturers  label  glass  with  standards  "reflectivity" 
ratings. 


DESIGN  TRAPS: 


DESIGN  TRAPS: 

Windowed  courtyards  and  open-topped  atria  can 
be  bird  death  traps,  especially  if  they  are  heavily 
planted.  Birds  fly  down  into  such  places,  and  then  try 
to  leave  by  flying  directly  towards  reflections  on  the 
walls.  Glass  skywalks,  handrails  and  building  corners 
where  glass  walls  or  windows  are  perpendicular  are 
dangerous  because  birds  can  see  through  them  to 
sky  or  habitat  on  the  other  side. 


ABOVE  LEFT:  This  cafe  on  Market 
Street  uses  a  glass  wind  barrier  lined 
with  attractive  flowers  that  may  entice 
birds. 

ABOVE  RIGHT:  This  glass  walkway 
allows  for  a  clear  sightline  though  the 
passage.  Without  treatment  to  the 
glazing,  this  can  create  a  hazards  for 
birds. 
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LIGHTING: 

While  we  typically  think  of  birds  as  early 
risers,  during  migration  season  many  species 
will  travel  at  night.  White  lights,  red  lights, 
skyglow,  brightly  lit  buildings  and  interiors 
can  distort  normal  flight  routes  (Poot  et  al. 
2008).  The  risks  vary  by  species.  Songbirds, 
in  particular,  seem  to  be  guided  by  light  and' 
therefore  appear  more  susceptible  to  colli- 
sions with  lit  structures.  Migrant  songbirds 
have  been  documented  by  multiple  sources 
to  suffer  single  night  mortalities  of  hundreds 
of  birds  at  a  single  location  (Ogden  1996  and 
references  therein) . 


ABOVE:  Lighting  &  Navigation:  Birds  migrate  by  reading  light  from  the  moon 
and  stars,  as  well  as  by  geomagnetic  signals  radiated  from  earth.  Cumulative 
light  spillage  from  cities  can  create  a  glow  that  is  bright  enough  to  obscure 
the  starlight  needed  for  navigation.  Current  research  indicates  that  red  lights 
in  particular  may  disrupt  geomagnetic  tracking.  Red  lights  required  for  airline 
safety  would  be  permitted  (above  image).  Decorative  red  lighting,  such  as  on 
the  building  below,  would  be  discouraged. 


LEFT:  Beacon  Effect: 
Individual  structures  may  be 
lit  in  a  manner  that  draws 
birds  like  a  moth  to  a  flame. 
Beacon  structures  can  draw 
birds  towards  land  that  may 
offer  little  shelter  or  food  or 
towards  collisions  with  glass. 
Once  at  the  structure,  birds 
may  be  hesitant  to  leave  the 
lit  area  causing  them  to  circle 
the  structure  until  exhaustion. 


RIGHT:  Skyglow  can  be 
increased  during  periods  of 
inclement  weather. 


Image  courtesy  Lights  Out  S 
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Birds  &  Glass 


Glass  is  everywhere,  yet  it  is  one  of  the  least  recognized,  but  most  serious  threats  to  birds;  one  that  is  increasing  as 
humans  continue  to  build  within  bird  habitats  across  the  planet.  Clear  glass  is  invisible  to  birds  and  to  humans,  but 
both  can  learn  to  recognize  and  avoid  it.  Unfortunately,  most  birds'  first  encounter  with  glass  is  fatal.  They  collide  at 
full  speed  when  they  try  to  fly  to  sky,  plants,  or  other  objects  seen  through  glass  or  reflected  on  its  surface.  Death  is 
frequently  not  instantaneous,  and  may  occur  as  a  result  of  internal  hemorrhage  days  after  impact,  far  away  from  the 
original  collision  site,  making  monitoring  the  problem  even  more  difficult.  The  two  primary  hazards  of  glass  for  birds 
are  reflectivity  and  transparency. 


REFLECTIVITY 


Viewed  from  outside  buildings, 
transparent  glass  often  appears 
highly  reflective.  Almost  every  type 
of  architectural  glass  under  the  right 
conditions  reflects  the  sky,  clouds, 
or  nearby  trees  and  vegetation.  Glass  which  reflects  the 
environment  presents  birds  with  the  appearance  of  safe 
routes,  shelter,  and  possibly  food  ahead.  When  birds  try 
to  fly  to  the  reflected  habitat,  they  hit  the  glass.  Reflected 
vegetation  is  the  most  dangerous,  but  birds  may  also 
attempt  to  fly  past  reflected  buildings  or  through  reflected 
passageways. 


J,„...j.„i   TRANSPARENCY 
te^^Lf^      During  daylight  hours,  birds  strike 
>=4-     transparent  windows  as  they  attempt 
to  access  potential  perches,  plants, 
food  or  water  sources  and  other  lures 
seen  through  the  glass.  "Design 
traps"  such  as  glass  "skywalks"  joining  buildings,  glass 
walls  around  planted  atria  and  windows  installed  perpen- 
dicularly on  building  corners  are  dangerous  because 
birds  perceive  an  unobstructed  route  to  the  other  side. 


TOP  RIGHT:  Clouds  and  neighboring  trees  reflect  in  the  glass  curtain 
wall  of  Sherrerd  Hall  on  the  Princeton  campus.  Distinguishing  real  from 
reflection  may  be  difficult. 


MIDDLE  RIGHT:  A  Market  Street  building  with  a  transparent  corner  may 
lead  birds  to  think  the  tree  is  reachable  by  flying  through  the  glass. 

BOTTOM  RIGHT:  A  fatal  bird-strike  leaves  behind  a  print  of  the  bird's 
plumage  as  evidence  of  the  force  of  the  impact. 


Birds  &  Lighting 


LIGHT 

At  night  artificial  light  degrades 
the  quality  of  migratory 
corridors  and  adds  new 
dangers  to  an  already  perilous 
journey.  These  conditions  can  be  exacerbated  by 
unfavorable  weather  and  San  Francisco  fog.  Flood 
lighting  on  tall  buildings  or  intense  uplights,  emit  light 
fields  that  entrap  birds  reluctant  to  fly  from  a  lit  area 
into  a  dark  one.  This  type  of  lighting  has  resulted  in 
mass  mortalities  of  birds  (Ogden  1996  and  references 
therein) . 

Further,  the  lights  impede  birds'  ability  to  see  naviga- 
tional markers  in  the  stars  and  moon.  Birds  may 
cluster  around  such  lights  circling  upward,  increasing 
the  likelihood  of  collisions  with  the  structure  or  each 
other.  Importantly,  vital  energy  stores  are  consumed  in 
nonproductive  flight.  {Ogden  2006) 

Besides  reducing  adverse  impacts  on  migrating  birds, 
there  are  significant  economic  and  human  health 
incentives  for  curbing  excessive  building  illumination. 
In  June  2009,  the  American  Medical  Association 
declared  light  pollution  a  human  health  threat  and 
developed  a  policy  in  support  of  control  of  light 
pollution. 

Overly-lit  buildings  waste  tremendous  amounts  of 
electricity,  increasing  greenhouse  gas  emissions  and 
air  pollution  levels,  and  of  course,  wasting  money. 
Researchers  estimate  that  the  United  States  alone 
wastes  over  one  billion  dollars  in  electrical  costs 
annually  because  poorly  designed  or  improperly 
installed  outdoor  fixtures  allow  much  of  the  light  to  go 
up  to  the  sky.  "Light  pollution"  has  negative  aesthetic 
and  cultural  impact  as  well.  Recent  studies  estimate 
that  over  two-thirds  of  the  world's  population  can  no 
longer  see  the  Milky  Way  a  source  of  mystery  and 
imagination  for  countless  star-gazers  over  countless 
millennia.  Together,  the  ecological,  financial,  and 
aesthetic/cultural  impacts  of  excessive  building 
lighting  serve  as  compelling  motivation  to  reduce  and 
refine  light  usage  {Scriber  2008). 


Light  at  night,  especially  during  bad  weather,  creates 
conditions  that  are  particularly  hazardous  to  night 
migrating  birds.  Typically  flying  at  heights  over  500 
feet,  migrants  often  descend  to  lower  altitudes  during 
inclement  weather,  where  they  may  encounter  artificial 
light  from  buildings.  Water  vapor  in  very  humid  air, 
fog  or  mist  refracts  light,  greatly  increasing  the  illumi- 
nated area  around  light  sources.  Birds  circle  in  the 
illuminated  zone,  appearing  disoriented  and  unwilling 
or  unable  to  leave  (Ogden  2006).  They  are  likely  to 
succumb  to  lethal  collision  or  fall  to  the  ground  from 
exhaustion,  where  they  are  at  risk  from  predators. 
While  mass  mortalities  at  very  tall  illuminated  struc- 
tures such  as  skyscrapers  have  received  the  most 
attention,  mortality  has  also  been  associated  with 
ground  level  lighting  and  with  inclement  weather. 


Hazards  can  combine  in  downtown  San  Francisco.  In  this  photo 
beacon  lighting,  light  spillage  and  fog  mix. 
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BUT  REALLY,  DOES  THIS  MATTER  IN  URBAN 
SAN  FRANCISCO? 

Three  decades  into  researching  bird  building  colli- 
sions has  both  yielded  many  answers  and  opened 
many  new  questions.  The  high  number  of  North 
American  bird  deaths  and  the  ecological  importance 
of  birds  demonstrate  that  the  problem  exists  on 
a  national  level,  but  it  is  natural  to  wonder  if  the 
dense  nature  of  San  Francisco  presents  the  same 
compelling  pressure  for  a  local  response.  The  short 
answer  is  yes — San  Francisco  has  both  an  important 
population  of  birds  and  a  potentially  injurious  built 
environment  for  them.  As  discussed  above,  San 
Francisco  is  both  home  to  many  birds  and  is  on  a 


major  migratory  pathway.  Locally,  there  are  incidents 
of  celebrated  birds  such  as  the  Peregrine  Falcon 
repeatedly  losing  their  young  due  to  collisions  with 
downtown  skyscrapers.  While  no  rigorous  studies 
have  yet  been  done  in  San  Francisco,  anecdotally, 
local  birders  have  monitored  several  buildings 
(including  those  with  large  glass  facades  situated 
within  parks),  and  have  noted  significant  numbers  of 
bird  injury  and  death  {Weeden,  2010).  In  lieu  of  large- 
scale  local  monitoring  programs,  there  are  a  great 
many  studies  of  dense  urban  cities  that  we  can  draw 
upon. 


Spotlight  on  a  Local  Celebrity 

The  Peregine  Falcon  population  suffered  a  huge  blow  to 
their  numbers  due  to  the  use  of  pesticides  including  DDT 
beginning  in  the  1950s.  In  1970  the  California  Peregrine 
Falcon  population  was  reduced  to  only  two  known  breeding 
pairs.  The  Santa  Cruz  Predatory  Bird  Research  Group 
(SCPBRG)  participated  in  the  reintroduction  of  the  species 
and  has  monitored  the  Peregrine  Falcons  nesting  in  San 
Francisco  and  other  sites. 

Natural  cliff  dwellers  the  species  adapted  to  nesting  in  bridg- 
es and  downtown  high-rises.  As  the  population  increased, 
Peregrine  Falcons  were  reported  in  the  San  Francisco 
financial  district  and  in  1987  a  nest  box  was  placed  near  a 
commonly  used  perch  on  the  PG&E  Headquarters  Build- 
ing. In  2003,  Peregrine  Falcons  nested  in  the  downtown 
for  the  first  time  and  have  been  a  closely  watched  since. 
SCPBRG  trained  citizens  to  participate  in  a  group  called 
"Fledge  Watch"  to  increase  understanding  of  how  young 
falcons  fare  in  the  city.  In  2009,  76  people  volunteered  for  5 
hour  shifts  monitoring  the  36-58  day  old  Peregrines  from 
sunrise  to  sunset  in  either  San  Jose  or  San  Francisco.  The 
public  could  also  view  the  falcons  from  the  downtown 
building  nest  via  a  webcam. 

According  to  Glenn  Stewart  of  SCPBRG,  "while  there  have 
been  building  collision  fatalities,  the  target  nest  success  of 
Peregrine  Falcons  in  San  Francisco  was  1 .5  per  nest  and 
has  been  exceeded  at  1 .6  young  fledged  per  nest." 

It  appears  that  several  weeks  after  fledging,  urban  Peregrine 
Falcons  recognize  glass  as  a  barrier.  In  the  first  few  weeks 


A  native  San  Franciscan  juvenile  Peregrine  Falcon  (deceased 
offspring  of  "Dapper  Dan7'  and  "Diamond  Lil")  perched  on  sill 
near  reflective  glass.  All  three  fledged  young  from  that  year  died 
as  a  result  of  building  collisions. 


when  the  young  are  learning  to  fly  they  are  most  at  risk  for 
a  collision.  In  other  habitats,  falcons  face  predators  like 
eagles,  owls,  and  when  on  the  ground  by  bobcats,  and 
coyotes.  Peregrine  Falcons  see  in  the  ultra  violet  (UV)  range. 

The  architects  and  designers  of  the  downtown  environment 
did  not  consider  bird  building  collision  as  a  potential  risk.  In 
the  future  when  buildings  are  being  designed  and  upgrad- 
ed, the  latest  information  and  options  should  be  considered. 

-  Noreen  Weeden,  Golden  Gate  Audubon  Society 
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Lessons  from  Major  Cities 


Bird-rescue  organizations  in  Chicago,  Toronto  and 
New  York  City  have  documented  thousands  of 
structure  collisions  and  come  to  some  interesting 
conclusions. 

Perhaps  the  most  established  monitoring  program 
of  bird-building  collisions  in  a  dense  city  is  Project 
Safe  Flight  in  Manhattan.  Project  Safe  Flight  has 
documented  over  5400  collisions  between  1997-2008. 
A  recent  study  (Ge/b,  Delacretaz  2009)  analyzed  this 
data  to  determine  the  critical  contributing  factors  for 
the  structures  with  the  largest  number  of  bird  fatalities. 

->  The  study  looked  at  the  10  most  deadly  collision 
sites  and  found  the  combination  of  open  space, 
vegetation,  and  large  windows  (greater  than  1 
meter  x  2  meter)  to  be  more  predictive  of  death 
than  building  height; 

->  The  freguency  of  collisions  is  highest  along 
facades  that  have  lush  exterior  vegetation  and 
either  reflective  or  transparent  windows; 

->  The  majority  of  the  collisions  occurred  during  the 
daytime  and  involved  migrant  species; 

->  High-rise  buildings  and  night  lighting  presented 
less  risk  than  windows  adjacent  to  open  spaces 
one  hectare  or  greater  in  size. 

The  majority  of  collisions  are  likely  due  to  high- 
collision  sites  that  feature  glass  opposite  exterior 
vegetation. 

->  Urban  mortalities  may  be  higher  than  previously 
thought.  Non-urban  studies  estimated  that  high- 
collision  sites  would  have  about  30  collisions  per 
year.  At  the  Manhattan  collision  sites  examined  in 
this  study,  well  over  100  collisions  were  recorded 
per  year. 

The  most  dangerous  building  in  this  study  was  not 
a  high-rise,  but  instead  was  a  6-story  office  building 
adjacent  to  a  densely  vegetated  open  space. 

Studies  in  Toronto  and  other  eastern  and  Great  Lakes 


cities  have  documented  tens  of  thousands  of  bird 
fatalities  attributable  to  building  collisions.  A  10-year 
study  of  bird-building  collisions  in  downtown  Toronto 
found  over  21 ,000  dead  and  injured  birds  in  the  city's 
downtown  core.  A  25-year  study  by  researchers 
from  Chicago's  Field  Museum  of  Natural  History 
documented  a  particularly  problematic  building  in 
Chicago  (McCormick  Place  Convention  Center)  with 
over  30,000  dead  birds  of  141  species.  The  lights  at 
the  McCormick  Palace  were  left  on  at  night  until  2000. 
By  simply  turning  out  building  lights  the  number  of 
birds  killed  decreased  by  an  impressive  80%  {Kousky 
2004), 
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Spotlight  on  San  Francisco's  Migrant  Birds 


Bird  collisions  with  buildings  occur  year-round,  but  peak 
during  the  migration  period  in  spring  and  especially  in  fall 
when  millions  of  birds  travel  between  breeding  and  winter- 
ing grounds.  Migration  is  a  complex  phenomenon,  and  dif- 
ferent species  face  different  levels  of  hazards,  depending 
on  their  migration  strategy,  immediate  weather  conditions, 
availability  of  food,  and  anthropogenic  obstacles  encoun- 
tered en  route. 

Nocturnal  migrants:  Many 
songbirds  migrate  at  night, 
possibly  to  take  advantage  of 
cooler  temperatures  and  less 
turbulent  air,  and  because 
they  need  daylight  to  hunt 
insects  for  food.  Generally, 
these  birds  migrate  individu- 
ally, not  in  flocks,  flying  spread 
out  across  most  of  their  range.  Migrants  depart  shortly 
after  sundown.  The  number  of  birds  in  flight  peaks  before 
midnight,  then  drops.  Songbirds  mayfly  as  many  as  200 
miles  in  a  night,  then  stop  to  rest  and  feed  for  one  to 
three  days,  but  these  patterns  are  strongly  impacted  by 
weather,  especially  wind  and  temperature.  Birds  may  delay 
departure,  waiting  for  good  weather.  They  generally  fly  at 
an  altitude  of  about  2,000  feet,  but  may  descend  or  curtail 
flight  altogether  if  they  encounter  a  cold  front,  rain  or  fog. 
There  can  be  a  thousand-fold  difference  in  the  number  of 
birds  aloft  from  one  night  to  the  next.  Concentrations  of 
birds  may  develop  in  'staging  areas'  where  birds  prepare 
to  cross  large  barriers  such  as  the  Great  Lakes  or  Gulf  of 
Mexico. 


Diurnal  migrants:  Daytime 
migrants  include  raptors,  which 
take  advantage  of  air  currents  to 
reduce  the  energy  needed  for  flight. 
Other  diurnal  migrants,  including 
shorebirds  and  water-birds,  often 
fly  in  flocks  and  their  stopover  sites 
are  less  dispersed  because  of  their 
dependence  on  bodies  of  water. 
This  means  that  day  time  migration 
routes  often  follow  land  forms  such 
as  rivers  and  mountain  ranges,  and 
birds  tend  to  be  concentrated  along  these  routes  or  'flyways'. 
Not  all  songbirds  migrate  at  night-species  such  as  robins, 
larks,  kingbirds  and  others  migrate  during  the  day.  Birds' 
daytime  flight  altitudes  are  generally  lower  than  their  nighttime 
counterparts. 

Millions  of  birds,  especially  songbirds,  are  thus  at  risk,  as  they 
ascend  and  descend,  flying  through  or  stopping  at  or  near 
populated  areas.  As  city  buildings  grow  in  height,  they  become 
unseen  obstacles  by  night  and  pose  confusing  reflections  by 
day.  Nocturnal  migrants,  after  landing,  make  short,  low  flights 
near  dawn,  searching  for  feeding  areas  and  running  a  gauntlet 
of  glass  in  almost  every  habitat:  in  cities,  suburbs  and,  increas- 
ingly, exurbs.  When  weather  conditions  cause  night  flyers  to 
descend  into  the  range  of  lighted  structures,  huge  kills  can  oc- 
cur around  tall  buildings.  Urban  sprawl  is  creating  large  areas 
lit  all  night  that  may  be  causing  less  obvious,  more  dispersed 
bird  mortality. 

-  Christine  Sheppard,  American  Bird  Conservancy 


San  Francisco's  Birds  &  The  Pacific  Flyway 

Suburban  studies  do  have  something  to  offer.  A  study  of  collisions  at  a  suburban  office  park  found  a  large  mortality 
rate  for  migrant  birds  even  though  the  office  park  was  not  on  the  migratory  route — suggesting  that  the  combination 
of  mirrored  windows  and  vegetation  was  more  of  a  collision  risk  to  visiting  birds  (O'Connell  2001).  This  study  also 
suggests  that  the  location  of  the  building  relative  to  the  flyway  may  be  less  important  than  other  risk  factors  such  as 
building  design  and  siting  relative  to  plantings  and  open  space. 


By  flying  at  night,  migrants  like  the  Orange-Crowned 
Warbler  (NEAR  RIGHT)  and  Western  Tanager  (ABOVE 
LEFT)  minimize  predation.  and  avoid  overheating  that 
could  result  from  the  energy  expended  to  fly  such 
long  distances.  This  also  enables  them  to  feed  during 
the  day  and  refuel  for  the  night. 

Daytime  migrants  like  this  Cooper's  Hawk  (FAR 
RIGHT)  and  the  Sharp-shinned  Hawk  (ABOVE 
RIGHT)  depend  on  the  heating  earth  for  added  lift. 
Riding  rising  air  currents  called  thermals,  these  birds 
take  advantage  of  this  lift  to  rise  to  the  top  of  one 
thermal,  set  their  wings  in  the  direction  they  want  to 
travel  and  then  coast  to  the  next  thermal. 
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Spotlight  on  Building  Height  and  Bird  Migration 


TALLEST:  While  birds'  migratory  paths  vary,  radar  tracking 
has  determined  that  approximately  98%  of  flying  vertebrates 
(birds  and  bats)  migrate  at  heights  below  1640  feet  during 
the  spring,  with  75%  flying  below  that  level  in  the  fall.  Today, 
many  of  the  tallest  buildings  in  the  world  reach  or  come 
close  to  the  upper  limits  of  bird  migration.  Storms  or  fog, 
which  cause  migrants  to  fly  lower  and  can  cause  disorienta- 
tion, can  put  countless  birds  at  risk  during  a  single  evening. 

MODERATE  HEIGHT:  Migrating  birds  descend  from  migra- 
tion heights  in  the  early  morning  to  rest  and  forage  for  food. 
Migrants  also  frequently  fly  short  distances  at  lower  eleva- 


tions in  the  early  morning  to  correct  the  path  of  their  migration, 
placing  moderate-height  buildings  of  between  50-500  feet  in 
the  migratory  path  of  birds  and  bats. 

LOWER  LEVELS:  The  most  hazardous  areas  of  all  buildings, 
especially  during  the  day  and  regardless  of  overall  height,  are 
the  ground  level  and  bottom  few  stories.  Here,  birds  are  most 
likely  to  fly  into  glazed  facades  that  reflect  surrounding  vegeta- 
tion, sky  and  other  attractive  features. 
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.  The  San  Francisco  Response 


A  SURVEY  OF  TREATMENTS  FROM  EASY  TO 
INNOVATIVE 


Effective,  bird-safe  building  treatments  exist  and  have 
been  employed  on  buildings  of  significant  architec- 
tural stature.  San  Francisco's  new  Federal  Building 
is  cited  as  an  example  of  bird-safe  building  design  in 
United  States  Representative  Mike  Quigley's  (D-IL) 
pending  bill  (House  Bill  No.  4797).  This  bill,  if  adopted, 
would  reguire  federal  buildings  to  incorporate  bird- 
safe  design  principals. 

Bird-safe  design  options  are  limited  only  by  the 
imagination.  Safe  buildings  may  have  large  expanses 


of  glass  but  use  screens,  latticework,  grilles  and  other 
devices,  both  functional  and  decorative,  outside  the 
glass  or  integrated  into  the  glass.  There  are  treat- 
ments for  existing  glass  that  will  reduce  mortality  to 
zero.  These  treatments  do  provide  a  view  from  inside, 
though  often  presenting  a  level  of  opacity  from  the 
outside,  a  factor  that  can  deter  application  of  these 
solutions.  Glass  treatments  that  can  eliminate  or 
greatly  reduce  bird  mortality,  while  only  minimally 
obscuring  the  glass  itself,  are  therefore  highly 
desirable  and  encourage  more  'bird-friendly'  design. 


Glass  &  Facade  Treatments 


Reduction  of  bird  strikes  with  new  buildings  can  be  achieved  with  simple  and  cost-effective  means.  Creating  a 
visual  signal,  or  "visual  noise  barrier,"  that  alerts  the  animals  to  the  presence  of  glass  objects  can  be  achieved  with 
relatively  little  additional  cost.  Fritting,  the  placement  of  ceramic  lines  or  dots  on  glass,  is  one  method  of  creating 
a  noise  barrier.  People  inside  the  building  see  through  the  pattern,  which  has  little  effect  on  the  human-perceived 
transparency  of  the  window.  Fritting  can  also  reduce  air  conditioning  loads  by  lowering  heat  gain,  while  still  allowing 
enough  light  transmission  for  day-lighting  of  the  interior  spaces.  There  is  now  a  commercially  available  insulated 
glass  with  ultra-violet  patterns  that  are  designed  to  deter  birds  while  largely  imperceptible  to  humans. 


FRITTED  &  FROSTED  GLASS: 

Ceramic  dots,  or  frits,  are  applied  between  layers  of 
insulated  glass  to  reduce  transmission  of  light.  These 
can  be  applied  in  different  colors  and  patterns  and 
can  commonly  be  seen  on  commercial  buildings. 
At  Swarthmore  College,  external,  densely  fritted 
glass  was  incorporated  into  the  design  of  the  Unified 
Science  Center.  Virtually  no  strikes  have  been 
reported  at  either  site.  Fritting  is  a  commonly-used 
and  inexpensive  solution  that  is  most  successful  when 
the  frits  are  applied  on  the  outside  surface. 


ANGLED  GLASS: 

Angled  glass  may  be  a  useful  strategy  in  special 
circumstances.  In  most  situations,  however,  birds 
approach  glass  from  many  angles,  and  can  see 
glass  from  many  perspectives  where  angled  glass 
may  not  be  an  effective  strategy.  While  not  effective 
for  large  buildings,  where  the  desired  20-40  degree 
angle  is  difficult  to  maintain,  this  strategy  may  work  in 
low-scaled  buildings  with  a  limited  amount  of  glass 
(Ogden  1996  and  references  therein;  and  Klem  et  al. 
2004). 


LEFT:  Swarthmore  College 
uses  fritting  on  a  large 
expanse  of  glass  facing  an 
open  space. 


RIGHT:  The  Minnesota 
Central  Library's  atrium 
features  angled  glass, 
a  dramatic  architectural 
feature  that  reduces 
reflections  of  habitat  and 
sky  from  most  angles.  The 
likelihood  of  fatal  collisions 
at  this  angle  is  also  greatly 
lessened. 


W  Bird-Sale  Design  Guidelines  W  Bird-Sefe  Design  Guideline! 
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ULTRA-VIOLET  GLASS: 


The  Bronx  Zoo  uses  glass  that  reflects  UV  light- 
primarily  visible  to  birds,  but  not  to  people  (Klem 
2009).  This  glass  may  be  about  50%  more  expensive 
than  typical  glass  but  is  comparable  to  energy- 
efficient  glass  (Eisenberg  2010). 

TOP  RIGHT:  The  Bronx  Zoo  from  the  NYTimes. 


FILM  &  ART  TREATMENT  OF  GLASS: 

Windows  may  be  used  as  canvases  to  express 
building  use  through  film  and  art.  In  certain  instances, 
windows  made  bird-safe  through  an  application  of 
art  may  receive  funding  through  San  Francisco's  One 
Percent  for  Public  Art  Program. 

SECOND  RIGHT:  NT  Student  Center,  Chicago. 
SCREENS: 

External  screens  are  both  inexpensive  and  effective. 
Screens  can  be  added  to  individual  windows  for 
small-scale  projects  or  can  become  a  facade  element 
of  larger  developments.  This  time-tested  approach 
precludes  collisions  without  completely  obscuring 
vision,  Before  non-operable  windows,  screens  were 
more  prevalent.  At  the  other  end  of  the  spectrum  are 
solutions  that  wrap  entire  structures  with  lightweight 
netting  or  screens.  To  be  effective,  the  netting  must  be 
several  inches  in  front  of  the  window,  so  birds  don't  hit 
the  glass  after  hitting  the  net. 

THIRD  RIGHT:  The  Matarozzi/Pelsinger  Building  in  San  Francisco,  is 
an  Aidlin-Darling  design  LEED  Gold  building.  It  has  screens  over  the 
majority  of  its  facade  that  protect  birds  from  impact  and  allow  views 
out  for  users  of  the  building  (left  nighttime/right  daytime) 

ARCHITECTURAL  FEATURES: 

Overhangs,  louvers,  and  awnings  can  block  the  view 
of  the  glass  from  birds  located  above  the  feature  but 
do  not  eliminate  reflections.  This  approach  should  be 
combined  with  window  treatments  to  achieve  results. 

BOTTOM  RIGHT:  Aqua  Tower  -  Chicago  uses  overhangs  and  other 
features  that  provide  bird-safe  design. 


Wind  Generators 


San  Francisco  has  a  policy  to  encourage  the  instal- 
lation of  on-site,  renewable  energy  systems,  such  as 
small  wind  generators.  There  are  two  general  types  of 
wind  generators  available.  One  uses  scoops  or  blades 
to  spin  on  a  vertical  axis,  shown  at  far  left  below.  It  is 
probable  that  birds  would  perceive  this  type  as  a  solid 
barrier  even  when  it's  rotating. 

The  second  design  uses  a  propeller-like  rotor  to  spin 
on  a  horizontal  axis.  This  is  a  small-scale  version  of 
the  most  common  generator  used  on  large-scale  wind 
farms  throughout  the  world. 

While  it  is  unreasonable  to  believe  that  these  small 
urban  systems  would  cause  the  annihilation  of  birds 
such  as  the  well-known  disaster  at  Altamont,  California 
(see  discussion  on  adjacent  page)  a  certain  amount  of 
caution  is  prudent  in  the  absence  of  established  scien- 
tific research.  The  Planning  Department  has  exercised 
that  caution  primarily  by  allowing  a  more  widespread 
installation  of  vertical  axis  machines,  and  limiting 
locations  of  horizontal  axis,  open-bladed  generators  to 
areas  that  would  seem  to  be  less  densely  populated  by 
birds,  especially  migrants  and  juveniles. 


The  only  clear  way  at  present  to  learn  whether 
small  urban  wind  generators  will  harm  birds  is  to 
allow  the  installation  of  a  few,  and  to  monitor  the 
interactions  with  animals,  if  any.  For  this  reason,  all 
approvals  for  wind  generators  have  conditions  that 
require  monitoring  and  reporting  of  bird  and  bat 
strikes.  These  reporting  protocols  are  in  accord  with 
recommendations  made  by  the  Mayor's  Task  Force 
on  Urban  Wind. 

To  date,  none  of  the  approved  windmills  have 
submitted  monitoring  information  to  the  Planning 
Department. 


Grates  and  Drain  Covers 

Birds  that  survive  window  hits  without  suffering 
fractures  or  internal  bleeding  may  live  if  they  don't 
fall  through  drain  grates  and  become  trapped. 


LEFT  AND  CENTER:  Vertical  axis  wind  generators  :nay  vary  in  appearance.  ABOVE:  Grates  on  the  ground  should 

Blades  that  present  a  solid  appearance  (such  as  the  left  image)  are  encouraged.  be  smaller  than  2  cm  x  2  cm  to  prevent 

the  trapping  of  stunned  birds. 

RIGHT:  Horizontal  Axis  and  vertical  access  wind  generator  that  do  not  present  a 
solid  appearance  are  discouraged,  especially  adjacent  to  water  or  open  space 
larger  than  1  acre. 
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STANDARDS  FOR  BIRD-SAFE  BUILDINGS 


Gofaen  Eagle  photo  fc>  Edde  BarVey 


Spotlight  on  the  Altamont  Windmills 

Golden  Eagles,  named  for  the  golden  feathering  at  the 
nape  of  their  necks,  are  majestic  raptors  that  can  be  found 
throughout  most  of  California  and  much  of  the  northern 
hemisphere.  California  protects  these  magnificent  raptors 
as  both  a  species  of  special  concern  and  a  fully  protected 
species,  making  it  illegal  to  harm  or  kill  them.  Golden  Eagles 
are  protected  under  the  Bald  and  Golden  Eagle  Protection 
Act.  Golden  Eagle  are  also  protected  under  the  Federal 
Migratory  Bird  Treaty  Act,  which  forbids  the  killing  (even 
unintentional  killing)  of  any  migratory  bird. 

Golden  Eagles  typically  prefer  open  terrain,  such  as  the  roll- 
ing hills  of  eastern  Alameda  County.  The  open  grasslands, 
scattered  oaks,  and  bountiful  prey  make  this  area  ideal  habi- 
tat for  Golden  Eagles.  Today,  it  supports  the  highest-known 
density  of  Golden  Eagle  nesting  territories  in  the  world. 

Conservation  Issues 

Every  year,  an  estimated  75  to  1 10  Golden  Eagles  are  killed 
by  the  wind  turbines  in  the  Altamont  Pass  Wind  Resource 
Area  (APWRA).  Some  lose  their  wings,  others  are  decapi- 
tated, and  still  others  are  cut  in  half.  The  lethal  turbines  have 
been  reduced  from  6,000  to  less  than  5000  which  are  still 
arrayed  across  50,000  acres  of  rolling  hills  in  northeastern 
Alameda  and  southeastern  Contra  Costa  counties.  The 
APWRA,  built  in  the  1 980s,  was  one  of  the  first  wind  energy 
sites  in  the  U.S.  At  the  time,  no  one  knew  how  deadly  the 
turbines  could  be  for  birds.  Few  would  now  deny,  however, 
that  Altamont  Pass  is  probably  the  worst  site  ever  chosen  for 
a  wind  energy  project.  According  to  a  2004  California  En- 
ergy Commission  (CEC)  report,  as  many  as  380  Burrowing 
Owls  (also  a  state-designated  species  of  special  concern), 
300  Red-tailed  Hawks,  and  333  American  Kestrels  are  killed 
every  year.  The  most  recent  study  by  Dr.  Shawn  Smallwood, 
a  member  of  the  Altamont  Scientific  Review  Committee  es- 
timates that  approximately  7,600-9,300  birds  are  killed  here 
each  year.  (Smallwood  2010) 


In  2004,  Golden  Gate  Audubon  joined  four  other  Bay  Area 
Audubon  chapters  (Marin  Audubon,  Santa  Clara  Valley 
Audubon,  Mt.  Diablo  Audubon,  and  Ohlone  Audubon)  and 
Center  for  Biological  Diversity  and  Californians  for  Renew- 
able Energy  (CARE)  in  challenging  the  renewal  permits  for 
this  facility.  The  Audubon/CARE  CEQA  lawsuit  settled,  with 
terms  requiring  the  wind  companies  to  reduce  avian  mortal- 
ity by  50%  within  3  years  and  to  complete  a  comprehensive 
conservation  plan  to  govern  operations  in  the  Altamont. 

Reducing  the  kill  entirely  may  not  be  possible  as  long  as 
the  wind  turbines  continue  to  operate  at  Altamont.  However, 
significant  progress  can  be  made.  The  CEC  estimates  that 
wind  operators  could  reduce  bird  deaths  by  as  much  as  50 
percent  within  three  years-the  goal  stated  in  the  settlement 
agreement-and  by  up  to  85  percent  within  six  years-all 
without  reducing  energy  output  significantly  at  APWRA. 
These  reductions  could  be  achieved  by  removing  turbines 
that  are  the  most  deadly  to  birds  and  shutting  down  the 
turbines  during  four  winter  months  when  winds  are  the  least 
productive  for  wind  energy,  combined  with  some  additional 
measures.  Anecdotal  data  indicate  there  may  not  be  a 
substantial  improvement  for  Golden  Eagles  and  there  may 
actually  be  much  higher  mortality  for  bats. 

Golden  Gate  Audubon  is  working  with  Alameda  County  to 
ensure  that  the  permits  granted  to  the  wind  industry  achieve 
reductions  in  bird  mortality,  in  addition  to  other  require- 
ments that  will  help  address  the  unacceptable  bird  kills  at 
Altamont  Pass  over  the  long  term.  Pursuit  of  clean  energy 
technology,  when  done  correctly,  can  help  reduce  the  risk 
of  global  warming  and  its  impacts  on  wildlife. 

Written  by  the  Golden  Gate  Audubon  Society. 


23 


Lighting  Treatments 


While  glazing  presents  a  significant  hazard  to  birds, 
some  birds  are  also  harmed  by  light  pollution.  Night 
migrants  depend  on  starlight  for  navigation,  and 
brightly-lit  buildings  can  draw  them  off  course.  Once 
within  the  aura  of  bright  lights,  they  can  become 
disoriented,  and  may  collide  with  buildings,  or  may 
fly  in  circles  around  the  light  source,  until  they  drop  to 
the  ground  from  exhaustion,  having  expended  their 
limited  energy  reserves  needed  to  complete  their 
migration.  Architects  and  building  owners  should 
collaborate  to  address  the  two  key  lighting  issues: 
design  and  operation. 

Eliminating  unnecessary  lighting  is  one  of  the  easiest 
ways  to  reduce  bird  collisions,  with  the  added 
advantage  of  saving  energy  and  expense.  As  much 
as  possible,  lights  should  be  controlled  by  motion 
sensors.  Building  operations  can  be  managed  to 
eliminate  or  reduce  night  lighting  from  activities  near 
windows.  Minimize  perimeter  and  vanity  lighting 
and  consider  filters  or  special  bulbs  to  reduce  red 
wavelengths  where  lighting  is  necessary.  Strobe 
lighting  is  preferable  to  steady  burning  lights.  Exterior 
light  fixtures  should  be  designed  to  minimize  light 
escaping  upwards.  Motion  detectors  are  thought  to 
provide  better  security  than  steady  burning  lights, 
because  lights  turning  on  provide  a  signal,  and 
because  steady  lights  create  predictable  shadows. 


REDUCE:  UNNECESSARY  INTERIOR  LIGHT 


Spill  Light 


Useful  Light 


i  m 


REDUCE:  UNNECESSARY  EXTERIOR  LIGHT 
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LIGHTING  DESIGN: 

The  built  environment  should  be  designed  to  minimize  light 
pollution  including:  light  trespass,  over-illumination,  glare,  light 
clutter,  and  skyglow  while  using  bird-friendly  lighting  colors  when 
possible  {Pootetal.  2008). 

->  Avoid  uplighting 

->  Avoid  light  spillage 

->  Use  green  and  blue  lights  when  possible 

LIGHTING  OPERATIONS: 

While  recent  research  suggests  that  nighttime  collisions  may 
be  more  limited  in  scope  (Ge/b  and  Delacretaz  2009  and  refer- 
ences therein),  these  precautions  may  be  recommended  until 
this  issue  is  better  understood.  Unneeded  interior  and  exterior 
lighting  should  be  turned  off  from  dusk  to  dawn  during  migrations: 
February  15  through  May  31  and  August  15  through  November  30. 
Rooms  where  interior  lighting  is  used  at  night  should  have  window 
coverings  that  adequately  block  light  transmission,  and  motion 
sensors  or  controls  to  extinguish  lights  in  unoccupied  spaces. 
Event  searchlights  are  strongly  discouraged  during  these  times. 

Several  cities,  including  San  Francisco,  have  launched  citywide 
efforts  to  reduce  unneeded  lighting  during  migration.  In  addition 
to  saving  birds,  these  "Lights  Out"  programs  save  a  considerable 
amount  of  energy  and  reduce  pollution  by  reducing  carbon  dioxide 
emissions.  The  savings  for  a  building  can  be  significant.  One 
participating  municipal  building  in  the  Toronto  Lights  Out  program 
reported  annual  energy  reductions  worth  more  than  $200,000  in 
2006. 

Lights  Out  requires  that  building  owners,  managers  and  tenants 
work  together  to  ensure  that  all  unnecessary  lighting  is  turned  off 
during  Lights  Out  dates  and  times.  Spring  migration  is  February 
15th  through  May  31st,  and  the  fall  migration  is  August  15th 
through  November  30th.  Turn  off  unnecessary  lights  after  dusk  and 
until  dawn.  If  inside  lights  are  needed,  window  coverings  such  as 
blinds  or  drapes  should  be  closed. 


LEFT:  The  white  streaks  are  the  time-exposed  paths  of  birds  attracted  to, 
dazed  by,  and  circling  within  the  columns  of  light.  Many  succumbed  to 
exhaustion  and  perished  without  completing  their  migration.  LIGHTS  OUT 
policies  do  not  allow  the  use  of  searchlights  during  the  Spring  and  Autumn 
migration  periods  for  this  reason. 
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BIRD-SAFE  REQUIREMENTS  &  GUIDELINES 
ACROSS  NORTH  AMERICA 

When  discussing  human-caused  threats  to  birds, 
the  US  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  reports  "that 
the  incidental,  accidental  or  unintentional  take  of 
migratory  birds  is  not  permitted  by  the  Service  and 
is  a  criminal  violation  of  the  Migratory  Bird  Treaty 
Act"  but  that  the  Service  first  attempts  to  work  with 
industries  and  individuals  who  unintentionally  cause 
bird  death  before  pursuing  criminal  prosecution  (US 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  2002). 

Several  major  cities  are  addressing  the  issue  through 
local  legislation. 

t  Chicago:  In  July  of  2008,  Cook  County,  Illinois, 
which  includes  Chicago,  passed  an  ordinance 
requiring  that  all  new  buildings  and  major  renova- 
tions incorporate  design  elements  to  reduce 
the  likelihood  of  bird  collisions.  This  Ordinance 
established  the  Illinois  county  containing  Chicago 
as  the  first  major  jurisdiction  with  a  requirement  for 
bird-safe  elements. 

Toronto:  This  effort  has  evolved  from  voluntary 
ratings  and  incentive  program  to  bird-friendly 
construction  guidelines  that  became  mandatory  at 
the  beginning  of  2010.  This  year  the  bird-friendly 
guidelines  became  integrated  into  Toronto's 
local  Green  Development  Standard,  required  for 
nearly  all  new  construction.  In  addition,  The  City 
of  Toronto  offers  an  acknowledgement  program  to 
give  incentive  to  developers  and  building  owners 
and  managers  to  implement  the  Bird-Friendly 
Development  Guidelines.  Once  a  development 
has  been  verified  by  City  staff  as  "bird-friendly", 
the  City  provides  the  owner  with  an  original  print 
by  a  local  artist  and  the  building  may  be  marketed 
as  "bird-friendly".  A  bird-friendly  designation  could 
give  these  buildings  a  competitive  advantage 
by  identifying  these  features  to  an  increasingly 
environmentally  concerned  and  aware  market- 
place. Toronto  also  has  had  great  success  with 
their  Lights  Out  program  which  has  been  in  effect 
since  2006.  (See  images  on  page  31 .) 


->  Minnesota:  As  of  2009,  the  State  of  Minnesota 
requires  that  all  state  owned  and  leased  buildings 
have  their  lights  turned  off  at  night  during 
migration.  Since  2006,  the  governor  of  Minnesota 
has  issued  an  annual  proclamation,  declaring 
"Safe  Passage"  dates  during  spring  and  fall 
migration,  when  buildings  managers  are  asked  to 
turn  off  lights  at  night.  Bird-safe  building  criteria 
are  scheduled  to  be  incorporated  into  the  State  of 
Minnesota  Sustainable  Building  Guidelines  (B3- 
MSBG)  in  2010. 

->  Nationally:  In  2010,  Congressman  Howard 
Quigley  introduced  a  bill  (H.B.  4797)  into  the  U.S. 
Congress  that,  if  passed,  would  mandate  bird- 
friendly  construction  practices  for  federal  buildings. 


Solution  Visual 
Noise 


Solution  Use 
of  plastic  films, 
drachroic  co.um.gs 
and  tints  on  facade 


Solution  Screen  I 
scrim  flitting 
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STANDARDS  FOR  BIRD-SAFE  BUILDINGS 


San  Francisco's 

Bird-Safe  Requirements  &  Guidelines 


■ 


Proposals  to  build  structures  which  create  or  alterations  which  modify 
"the  most  hazardous  conditions,"  as  defined  on  the  following  pages, 
would  be  required  to  install  bird-safe  glazing  treatments. 


Since  much  is  currently  unknown  about  San  Francisco's  bird/building 
collisions,  the  City  recommends  educating  building  owners  about 
potential  risks,  when  buildings  are  constructed  using  a  high 
percentage  of  glass. 


Buildings  which  avoid  creating  hazards  or  which  treat  potential  hazards 
with  bird-safe  treatments,  identified  as  effective  in  this  booklet,  would 
be  eligible  for  voluntary  recognition  as  a  bird-safe  building  by  the  City 
and  could  be  marketed  as  such. 
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This  document, 
if  adopted,  would 
recommend  the 
following  bird-safe 
measures  for 
San  Francisco: 


REQUIREMENTS  FOR  HIGH-RISK  STRUCTURES 

San  Francisco  has  yet  to  replicate  detailed  East  Coast  studies  to  determine  if  specific  locations 
pose  a  greater  risk  to  flying  vertebrates  due  to  the  location  of  the  building.  However,  it  is  clear  from 
studies  done  elsewhere  and  from  observations  at  two  particularly  problematic  sites  in  San  Francisco 
that  certain  building  and  landscape  configurations  can  be  especially  dangerous.  These  sites  present 
heightened  risks  for  collisions  and  necessitate  requirements. 

Identifying  "Bird  Hazards" 

The  combination  of  characteristics  that  present  the  greatest  risk  to  birds  are  called  "bird-hazards" 
and  include: 

■  Buildings  located  within  or  immediately  adjacent  to  open  spaces  of  more  than  1  acre  with 
lush  landscaping  (line  6  on  page  33),  and  with  a  facade  of  more  than  35%  glazing  (lines  10  or' 
11  on  page  33);  or 

■  Buildings  located  immediately  adjacent  to  open  water  or  on  a  pier  (line  7  on  page  33),  and 
with  a  facade  of  more  than  35%  glazing  (lines  10  or  11  on  page  24) ;  or 

b  Buildings  with  "bird-traps"  as  defined  in  the  citywide  bird-safe  checklist  (lines  21-25  on  page 
33). 

When  Bird-Safe  Treatments  are  Required: 

Buildings  that  create  a  "bird-hazard,"  as  defined  above,  will  be  required  to  provide  Bird-Safe 
Building  treatments  for  the  facade(s)  facing  the  open  space  or  water  in  the  following  circumstances: 

■  The  creation  of  any  new  condition  that  creates  a  new  bird  hazard  as  defined  above;  or 


The  replacement  of  glazing  on  an  existing  bird-hazard  as  defined  above 


ABOVE:  Rescued  thrush  resting 
safely  in  the  hand  of  a  Chicago 
Bird  Collision  Monitor  volunteer. 

Photo:  Willowbrooh  Wildlife  Center 

http  llwww  chicaQoaudubon  oig/imgcasi21-02l 

lezcuedthrush  jpg) 


RIGHT:  Under  these  controls,  the 
Academy  of  Sciences  would  be 
required  to  use  bird-safe  features 
when  the  glazing  is  due  for 
replacement. 
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Required  Treatments  to  Address  a  Bird-Hazard: 

The  following  treatments  are  all  required  for  "bird-hazards": 

■  Glazing  treatments:  Fritting,  permanent  stencils,  frosted  glass,  exterior  screens,  physical 
grids  placed  on  the  exterior  of  glazing  or  UV  patterns  visible  to  birds,  is  required  so  that  the 
amount  of  untreated  glazing  is  reduced  to  less  than  35%  of  the  facade  facing  the  landscaping 
or  water  (lines  6  or  7  on  page  33)  for  100%  of  a  bird  trap  (as  defined  in  lines  21-25  on  page 
33).  Vertical  elements  of  the  pattern  shall  be  at  least  1/4"  wide  at  a  maximum  spacing  of  4 
inches,  and  horizontal  elements  at  least  1/8"  wide  at  a  maximum  spacing  of  2  inches  (Klem 
2009).  Equivalent  treatments  recommended  by  a  qualified  biologist  may  be  used  if  approved 
by  the  Zoning  Administrator.  No  glazing  shall  have  a  "Reflectivity  Out"  coefficient  exceeding 
30%;  and 

■  Lighting  Design:  Minimal  lighting  (limited  to  pedestrian  safety  needs)  shall  be  used.  Lighting 
shall  be  shielded.  No  uplighting  or  red  lighting  should  be  used;  and 

■  Wind  Generators:  The  site  must  not  feature  horizontal  access  windmills  or  vertical  access 
wind  generators  that  do  not  appear  solid. 

Encouraged  Treatments  to  Address  a  Bird-Hazard: 

The  following  treatments  are  encouraged  for  "bird-hazards": 

■  Other  window  treatments:  latticework,  grilles  and  other  devices,  both  functional  and 
decorative,  outside  the  glass  or  integrated  into  the  glass  spacing  requirements; 

■  Lighting  Operation:  no  event  searchlights  should  be  permitted  for  the  property. 


2 


EDUCATIONAL  GUIDELINES  &  TENANT  INFORMATION 


Owners  of  new  buildings  and  buildings  proposing 
major  renovations  with  a  facade  of  greater  than  35% 
glass  would  be  required  to  evaluate  their  building 
against  the  Citywide  Bird-Safe  Design  Checklist  and 
agree  to  provide  future  tenants  with  a  copy  of  this 
guide.  While  corrective  action  would  not  be  required 
because  the  potential  hazards  of  these  situations  is 
not  well  understood,  building  owners  and  architects 
would  become  more  aware  of  potential  hazards 
and  treatments.  By  agreeing  to  help  educate  future 
tenants,  the  people  of  San  Francisco  would  also 
become  better  educated  about  potential  risks. 


A  volunteer  examining  a  window  casualty. 
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VOLUNTARY  PROGRAMS  &  ACKNOWLEDGEMENT 


Bird-Safe  Building  Certification  &  Acknowledgement: 

Buildings  which  avoid  creating  hazards  or  which  treat  potential  hazards  with  bird-safe  treatments 
identified  as  effective  in  this  booklet  would  be  acknowledged  by  the  City  and  could  be  marketed  as 
such.  This  document  proposes  three  levels  of  certification  be  offered  by  the  City. 


Bird-Safe  Building: 

The  building  meets  the 
minimum  qualifications  for 
bird-safety.  This  level  focuses 
on  ensuring  that  "bird  haz- 
ards" and  "bird  traps"  are  not 
created  or  are  remedied  with 
bird-safe  treatments;  provid- 
ing bird-safe  lighting  design; 
and  educating  future  building 
occupants. 


Bird-Safe  Select  Buildings: 

The  building  meets  all  of  the 
minimum  requirements  while 
reducing  the  total  glazing 
(regardless  of  treatment); 
treating  at  least  95%  of  the 
lowest  40'  (the  bird-collision 
zone)  with  bird-safe  glazing 
treatments;  and  committing  to 
"lights  out"  practices  during 
the  migratory  seasons. 


Sterling  Bird-Safe  Buildings: 

This  is  the  highest  level  of 
Bird-Safe  building  certifica- 
tion possible.  These  buildings 
have  reduced  glazing  quanti- 
ties greatly  while  applying 
bird-safe  treatments  to  nearly 
all  glass  surfaces  (5%  un- 
treated would  be  permitted). 


Lights  Out  San  Francisco: 

The  Golden  Gate  Audubon  Society  Pacific  Gas  and  Electric  Company  and  the  San  Francisco 
Department  of  the  Environment  administer  "Lights  Out  for  Birds  -  San  Francisco."  This  voluntary 
program  helps  building  owners,  managers  and  tenants  save  energy  and  money  while  protecting 
migratory  birds.  Lights  Out  for  Birds  asks  participants  to  turn  off  building  lights  during  the  bird 
migration  (February  through  May  and  August  though  November  each  year). 

"Participants  in  the  Lights  Out  for  Birds  program  can  save  natural  resources,  money  and  birds 
by  turning  off  lighting  after  dusk  each  evening  and  leaving  lights  off  until  dawn,"  said  Mike  Lynes, 
Conservation  Director  for  Golden  Gate  Audubon.  "Over  250  species  of  birds  migrate  through  San 
Francisco  in  the  spring  and  fall,  and  many  that  migrate  at  night  can  become  confused  by  the  City's 
lights  and  collide  with  tall  buildings  and  towers.  The  Lights  Out  for  Birds  program  can  reduce  bird 
deaths  while  cutting  energy  costs  and  saving  participants  thousands  of  dollars  each  year." 

The  North  American  Bird  Conservation  Initiative — a  joint  effort  of  federal  agencies  and  non-profit 
conservation  organizations — released  the  "2009  State  of  the  Birds"  in  which  it  reported  that  the 
majority  of  migratory  birds  in  North  America  are  suffering  significant  population  declines  due  to 
human-induced  causes,  including  habitat  loss  and  collisions.  Effective  Lights  Out  programs  can 
help  stem  these  population  declines. 

Participants  in  the  Lights  Out  for  Birds  program  also  gain  significant  financial  benefits.  Building 
operators  and  tenants  have  reported  significant  savings  on  energy  bills  as  a  result  of  partici- 
pation— one  business  in  Toronto  reported  a  savings  of  $200,000  in  2006.  This  year  Mayor  Gavin 


STANDARDS  FOR  BIRD-SAFE  BUILDINGS 

Newsom  announced  energy  efficient 
retrofit  funding  for  2,000  small  to  mid-sized 
businesses  and  500  homes.  By  installing 
timers  or  motion  detectors  and  turning  off 
unnecessary  lights,  building  owners  and 
operators  can  significantly  reduce  their 
energy  bill.  Reduced  energy  consumption 
decreases  overall  greenhouse  gas 
emissions,  which  is  essential  in  the  effort  to 
combat  climate  change. 

San  Francisco  was  one  of  the  first  cities 
to  implement  a  Lights  Out  program  in 
2008.  Now  over  21  cities  in  the  US  and 
Canada  have  a  Lights  Out  program. 
Conservationists  hope  that  the  program 
extends  to  every  major  city  in  North 
America,  to  save  birds,  energy  and  money. 

Building  owners,  managers  and  tenants 
interested  in  an  energy  evaluation  and 
current  rebates  should  contact  the  San 
Francisco  Department  of  the  Environment 
or  a  PG&E  representative.  For  more  infor- 
mation on  how  to  participate  in  the  program 
and  to  learn  about  local  bird  populations 
and  how  to  help,  contact  the  Golden  Gate 
Audubon  Society  at  (510)  843-6551 . 


PARTICIPANTS  IN  SAN  FRANCISCO 
LIGHTS  OUT: 

}  1 01  California  Street 
>  Allsteel  Inc. 

->  Barker  Pacific  Group,  Inc. 

->  New  Resource  Bank 

->  Pacific  Gas  &  Electric  Company 

->  San  Francisco  Department  of  the 
Environment 

->  Tishman  Speyer 


Toronto's  established  Lights  Out  Program  creates  a  dramatic  change  in 
the  skyline  appearance.  As  San  Francisco's  program  spreads  we  should 
be  able  to  see  seasonal  changes  as  our  skyline  lights  up  in  non-migratory 
months  and  dims  down  during  migration. 
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San  Francisco 

Bird-Safe  Building  Checklist 


REQUIREMENTS  FOR  THE  MOST  HAZARDOUS  CONDITIONS:  The  conditions  that  warrant  special 
concern  in  San  Francisco  are  designated  by  red-shaded  boxes.  These  red  boxes  indicate  prohibited 
building  conditions  or  conditions  which  are  only  permitted  if  the  glazing  is  installed  with  bird-safe  glazing 
treatments.  If  the  project  combines  a  facade  with  greater  than  35%  glazing  (line  10  or  1 1)  with  a  high- 
risk  location  (line  6  or  7),  glazing  treatments  will  be  required  for  the  fagade(s)  such  that  the  amount  of 
untreated  glazing  is  reduced  to  less  than  35%  for  the  facade  facing  the  landscaping  or  water.  If  a  project 
creates  a  new  bird-trap  (lines  21-25)  or  remodels  an  existing  bird-trap  (lines  21-25),  bird-safe  glazing  will 
be  required  on  the  bird-hazard. 

EDUCATIONAL  GUIDELINES  AND  TENANT  EDUCATION  AGREEMENT:  Owners  of  new  buildings  and 
buildings  proposing  major  renovations  with  a  facade  of  greater  than  35%  glass  (lines  10  or  1 1)  would  be 
required  to  evaluate  their  building  against  the  this  checklist  and  agree  to  provide  future  tenants  with  copies 
of  this  guide.  Use  this  checklist  to  evaluate  design  strategies  for  building  new  structures  and  retrofitting 
existing  buildings  throughout  the  City.  This  checklist  summarizes  conditions  that  could  contribute  to  bird 
mortality  and  will  help  to  identify  the  potential  risks. 

VOLUNTARY  RATINGS:  Project  sponsors  interested  in  submitting  a  project  for  "bird-safe"  certification 
may  use  this  form.  Yellow  boxes  indicate  minimum  treatments  to  be  certified  as  a  "bird-safe"  building. 
Structures  which  meet  all  of  the  minimum  (yellow)  requirements  and  at  least  the  green  shaded  boxes  for 
glazing  conditions  will  qualify  as  a  "San  Francisco  Bird-Safe  Select  Building".  Structures  which  meet  all 
of  the  minimum  requirements  and  meet  the  blue  shaded  boxes  for  glazing  conditions  and  other  building 
elements  will  qualify  for  certification  at  the  highest  level,  "San  Francisco  Sterling  Bird-Safe  Building". 


LEGEND: 


Potential  Risk  Factors:  This 
shades  indicate  factors  that  may 
present  hazards  to  birds.  Note: 
actual  risks  vary  greatly  depending 
on  building  and  site-specific 
variables. 


GRAY:  This  shade  indicates  potential  increased  risk. 
NOTE:  The  net  assessment  of  total  risk  varies  with  the  combination  of  build- 
ing factors.  While  every  building  in  San  Francisco  will  present  some  element 
of  risk  to  birds,  only  combinations  with  "red"  boxes  present  a  risk  level 
necessitating  bird-safe  treatments. 


RED:  This  shade  indicates  prohibited  conditions  or  conditions  which  are 
prohibited  unless  bird-safe  treatment  is  applied. 


Bird-Safe  Building  Certification 
&  Acknowledgement:  Buildings 
which  avoid  creating  hazards  or 
which  treat  potential  hazards  with 
bird-safe  treatments  identified  as 
effective  in  this  booklet  would  be 
acknowledged  by  the  City  and 
could  be  marketed  as  such.  This 
document  proposes  three  levels  of 
certification  by  the  City. 


Bird-Safe  Building:  The  building  meets  the  minimum  conditions  for  bird- 
safety.  This  level  focuses  on  ensuring  that  "bird  hazards"  and  "bird  traps" 
are  not  created  or  are  remedied  with  bird-safe  treatments;  providing  bird- 
safe  lighting  design;  and  educating  future  building  occupants. 

Bird-Safe  Select  Buildings:  The  building  meets  all  of  the  minimum  re- 
quirements while  reducing  the  total  glazing  (regardless  of  treatment);  treat- 
ing at  least  95%  of  the  lowest  40'  of  the  building  (the  bird-collision  zone) 
with  bird-safe  glazing  treatments;  and  committing  to  "lights  out"  practices 
during  the  migratory  seasons. 


Sterling  Bird-Safe  Buildings:  This  is  the  highest  level  of  Bird-Safe  building 
certification  possible.  These  buildings  have  reduced  glazing  quantities 
greatly  while  applying  bird-safe  treatments  to  nearly  all  glass  surfaces  (5% 
jntreated  would  be  permitted). 
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Bird-Safe  Building  Checklist 


QUESTION 

YES 

NO 

LOCATION  (SETTING) 

(PAGE  8.9) 

Is  the  structure  located  within  a  major  migratory  route?  (All  of  San  Francisco  is  on  the  Pacific  Flyway) 

Is  the  location  proximate  to  a  migratory  stopover  destination?  (Within  1/4  mile  from  Golden  Gate  Park,  Lake  Merced  or  the 
Presidio) 

Is  the  structure  location  within  a  dense  urban  context  with  reduced  sky  visibility?  (Adjacent  to  buildings  greater  than  200  ) 
Is  the  structure  location  in  a  fog-prone  area?  (Within  1/2  mile  from  the  ocean  or  bay) 

LOCATION  (SITING) 

Is  the  structure  located  such  that  large  windows  greater  than  (1  meter  by  2  meters)  will  be  opposite  of,  or  will  reflect 
interlocking  tree  canopies? 

a 

(PAGES  9.  16) 

Is  the  structure  within  or  immediately  adjacent  (not  separated  by  roadways  or  other  buildings)  to  open  space  larger 
than  1  acre?  (Requires  treatment  of  glazing,  see  page  29) 

Is  the  structure  located  on  or  immediately  adjacent  (not  separated  by  roadways  or 

other  buildings)  to  water,  waterfeatures  or  wetlands?  (Requires  trealment  of  glazing,  see  page  29 

GLAZING  QUANTITY 

Is  the  overall  quantity      Less  than  20%? 
of  glazing  as  a 

(PAGE  10.  13) 

percentage  of  facade:      Between  20%  -  35%? 

(Risk  increases  with           Between  35  -  50%?  (Requires  completion  of  this  checklist  AND  distribution  of  this  guide  to  future 
amount  of  glazing)  tenants) 

More  than  50%?  (Requires  completion  of  this  checklist  AND  distribution  of  this  guide  to  future 
tenants ) 

GLAZING  QUALITY 

(PAGE  10.  13) 

Is  the  quality  of  the         Transparent  (If  so,  remove  indoor  bird-attractions  visible  from  outside  the  windows.) 
glass  best  described 

"'s'                              Reflective  (If  so,  keep  below  30%  reflective  and  consider  what  will  reflect  in  the  windows  ) 
Mirrored  (Prohibited  ) 

GLAZING 
TREATMENTS 

(PAGE  20-21) 

Is  the  buildinQ  s  cjlsss  tr€3t6d  with  bird-s3ft?  visuol  noiss  trG3tmonts,  includincj  but  not  limitsd  to,  frittinQ,  frostincj, 
film,  UV  patterns,  art  or  other  methods  for  all  identified  "bird  hazards"  (lines  6  or  7)  and  "bird  traps"  (lines  21-  25)? 

Is  the  building's  glass  treated  for  specific  "bird  hazards"  and  for  at  least  95%  of  the  collision  zone  (from  the  ground 
floor  to  40  feet)  but  not  for  the  entire  building? 

Is  at  least  95%  of  the  facade  treated  for  bird-safe  applications  (in  addition  to  lines  15  and  16)? 

BUILDING  FACADE 
GENERAL 

(PAGE  6.  11) 

Is  the  building  facade  well-articulated  (as  opposed  to  flat  in  appearance)? 
Is  the  building's  fenestration  broken  with  mullions  or  other  treatments? 

Does  the  building  use  unbroken  glass  at  lower  levels? 

BUILDING 
FACADE  SPECIFIC 
BIRD  TRAPS 

(PAGE  11) 

Does  the  structure          A  glass  courtyard?  (Prohibited  unless  the  glazing  is  treated  with  bird-safe  applications  ) 
contain  a  known  "bird- 
trap"  such  as:                Transparent  building  corners?  (Prohibited  unless  the  glazing  is  treated  with  bird-safe  applications ) 

A  glazed  passageway  and/or  sight  lines  through  the  building  broken  by  glazing? 

(Prohibited  unless  the  glazing  is  treated  with  bird-safe  applications ) 

Clear  glazed  railings,  or  bus  shelters? 

(Prohibited  unless  the  glazing  is  treated  with  bird-safe  applications  ) 

Clear-glass  walls,  greenhouse  or  other  clear  barriers  on  rooftops  or  balconies? 

(Prohibited  unless  the  glazing  is  treated  with  bird-safe  applications  ) 

LIGHTING  DESIGN 

(PAGE  14-15.  24-25) 

Does  the  structure,  signage  or  landscaping  feature  uplighting? 
Does  the  structure  use  interior  "lights-out"  motion  sensors? 

Does  the  structure  minimize  light  spillage  and  maximize  light  shielding? 

Is  night  lighting  minimized  to  levels  needed  for  security? 

Does  the  structure  use  red-colored  lighting? 

LIGHTING 
OPERATIONS 

(PAGE  12.24-25) 

Will  the  building  participate  in  San  Francisco  Lights  Out  during  the  migration  seasons? 

February  1 5-  May  31  and  August  1 5-  November  30 

OTHER  BUILDING 
ELEMENTS 

(PAGE  22) 

Does  the  structure  feature  rooftop  antennae  or  guy  wires? 

Does  the  structure  feature  a  horizontal  access  wind  generator? 

Does  the  structure  feature  a  solid-appearing  vertical  access  wind  generator? 

■ 

CONSENT 

(PAGE  35) 

Does  the  building  owner  agree  to  distribute  San  Francisco's  Bird-Safe  Building  Standards  to  future  tenants? 
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III.  The  Future 


INTEGRATION  OF  LEED  STANDARDS  &  BIRD- 
SAFE  DESIGN 

In  recent  decades  growing  concern  for  the 
environment  has  stimulated  the  development  of 
'green'  standards  and  rating  systems.  The  most 
widely  known  is  the  Green  Building  Council's 
Leadership  in  Energy  and  Environmental  Design  or 
LEED.  LEED  has  encouraged  a  trend  towards  use 
of  glass,  for  natural  lighting  and  for  landscaping  to 
manage  water  runoff  while  preserving  or  enhancing 
local  habitat.  Ironically,  this  juxtaposition  of  providing 
food  and  habitat  near  glass  is  inadvertently  increasing 
the  number  of  sites  with  high  rates  of  collisions  (Klem, 
1989).  The  Green  Building  Council  has  recognized  the 
problem  and  their  Resource  Guide  calls  attention  to 
it,  along  with  practices  already  covered  by  LEED  that 
can  be  used  to  reduce  negative  impacts  on  birds. 

Projects  seeking  LEED  certification  can  earn 
innovation  credits  for  demonstrating  "quantifiable 
environmental  benefits  not  specifically  addressed  by 
current  LEED  Rating  Systems".  The  American  Bird 
Conservancy  and  Bird-safe  Glass  Foundation  have 
taken  on  the  challenge  of  creating  an  outline  for  a 
'bird-friendly'  innovation  credit.  While  progress  has 
been  made  in  quantifying  the  potential  of  different 
materials  for  deterring  collisions,  quickly  quantifying 
the  risk  factors  associated  with  a  particular  site  are 
more  difficult,  as  they  range  from  shrubs  planted  next 
to  a  building,  to  migration  routes  to  local  populations 
of  endangered  species. 


SAN  FRANCISCO  BIRD/BUILDING  COLLISION 
MONITORING 

Project  Safe  Flight  in  Manhattan  has  collected  and 
documented  over  4,000  dead  and  injured  birds  since 
1997.  In  2009  the  Chicago  Bird  Collision  monitors 
recovered  more  than  6,000  dead  or  injured  migratory 
birds  from  more  than  100  different  species.  In  Toronto, 
Fatal  Light  Awareness  Program  (FLAP)  volunteers 
patrol  Toronto's  downtown  core  in  the  early  morning 


A  2008  San  Francisco  pilot  study  discovered  a  Green  Heron  in  the 
Downtown  area.  Further  monitoring  may  revel  other  unexpected 
neotropical  migrants  passing  through  the  dense  core. 


hours  rescuing  live  birds  and  collecting  the  dead  ones 
since  1993.  This  summer  the  Oregon  Zoo  funded  a 
six-week  sunrise  study  of  Portland's  newest  and  tallest 
buildings  where  volunteers  collected  dead  and  injured 
birds. 

San  Francisco  does  not  currently  benefit  from 
any  large  bird/building  monitoring  group.  Regular 
monitoring  of  the  hazard  in  San  Francisco  is  desper- 
ately needed  to  help  in  the  evaluation  and  refinement 
of  appropriate  controls.  Collaborations  between 
building  owners  and  bird-research  groups  should  be 
encouraged  to  help  increase  our  understanding  of 
San  Francisco's  unique  conditions. 

While  this  document  recommends  establishing 
bird-safe  building  standards  for  what  appears  to  be 
the  most  hazardous  urban  situations,  little  is  actually 
known  about  San  Francisco's  bird-strikes.  With 
the  publication  of  this  report,  the  City  calls  for  local 
research  to  increase  our  understanding. 


34  SAN  FRANCISCO  PLANNING  DEPARTMENT  V  10  01  2010 


STANDARDS  FOR  BIRD-SAFE  BUILDINGS 


BUILDING  TENANT  EDUCATION 


Building  owners  can  help  make  their  buildings  safer 
by  evaluating  the  risks  of  their  buildings  and  retrofitting 
buildings  with  known  hazards.  Engaging  in  conser- 
vation measures  outlined  in  this  guide  and  granting 
access  to  collision  monitoring  groups  help  to  address 
the  issue  and  increase  our  understanding.  Many  factors 
that  establish  the  safety  of  a  building  are  beyond  the 
control  of  designers  and  even  of  building  owners. 
Interior  furnishings,  plantings,  and  the  use  of  shades 
and  blinds  as  well  as  lighting  conservation  are  often 
managed  by  building  tenants. 

Some  of  the  most  effective  treatments  for  making 
buildings  bird-safe  are  those  that  require  the  cooper- 
ation of  building  owners  and  tenants.  For  this  reason, 
the  City  should  continue  to  use  and  should  expand 
a  "carrof-based  system  to  widely  encourage  partici- 
pation in  bird-safe  efforts.  San  Francisco's  existing 
Lights  Out  Program  seeks  to  educate  residents  and 
provide  recognition  of  voluntary  bird-safe  measures. 
Since  2008,  the  City  has  urged  building  owners  and 
managers  to  turn  off  unnecessary  interior  and  exterior 
lights.  Twenty-two  of  the  City's  forty-four  tallest  buildings 
have  been  asked  to  participate. 

To  raise  bird-awareness  of  building  occupants,  building 
owners  may  supply  tenants  with  copies  of  this  booklet. 
Building  occupants  can  help  make  buildings  bird-safe 
through  the  following  good  practices: 

-N  Unneeded  interior  and  exterior  lighting  shall  be 
turned  off  from  dusk  to  dawn  from  February  1 5 
through  May  31  AND  August  15  through  November 
30.  Rooms  where  interior  lighting  is  used  at  night 
should  have  window  coverings  closed  to  block  light 
transmission  adequately. 

->  Interior  plants  should  be  moved  so  as  not  to  be 
visible  from  the  outside. 

->  Consider  daytime  cleaning  to  reduce  bird  mortality 
and  light  pollution  while  increasing  energy 
conservation. 


Greater  Scaup 


Photo  by  Robert  Lewis 


Western  Sandpiper 


Photo  by  Robert  Lews 


Some  of  the  birds  killed  by  building  collisions 
and  collected  during  one  migration  season  in 
Toronto's  Financial  District. 
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FOR  MORE  INFORMATION: 

Call  or  visit  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Department 


Central  Reception 

1650  Mission  Street,  Suite  400 
San  Francisco  CA  94103-2479 


Planning  Information  Center  (PIC) 

1660  Mission  Street,  First  Floor 
San  Francisco  CA  94103-2479 


TEL:  415.558.6378 
FAX:  415  558-6409 
WEB:  http://www.sfplanning.org 


TEL:  415.558.6377 

Planning  stall  are  available  by  phone  and  at  the  PIC  counter. 
No  appointment  is  necessary. 
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DRAFT 

COMMISSION  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT  ANNUAL  REPORT  2010 
The  Commission  on  the  Environment 

The  mission  of  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  is  to  improve,  enhance,  and  preserve  the  environment;  and 
to  promote  San  Francisco's  long-term  environmental  sustainability  as  laid  out  in  Section  4.1 18  of  the  City 
Charter.  The  Commission  on  the  Environment  sets  policy  for  the  Department  of  the  Environment  and  advises 
the  Mayor  and  Board  of  Supervisors  on  environmental  matters.  Appointed  by  the  mayor,  the  seven-member 
commission  develops  policies  and  programs  in  zero  waste,  toxics  reduction,  environmental  justice,  clean  air, 
energy  efficiency,  green  building,  commute  alternatives,  climate  change,  green  jobs,  and  the  city's  urban  forest. 

Membership  -  2010 

The  Honorable  Matt  Tuchow,  Commission  President 
The  Honorable  Ruth  Gravanis,  Commission  Vice  President 
The  Honorable  Angelo  King 
The  Honorable  Jane  Martin 

The  Honorable  Alan  Mok,  Operations  Committee  Chair 
The  Honorable  Rahul  Prakash 

The  Honorable  Johanna  Wald,  Policy  Committee  Chair 

Special  thanks  to  the  following  former  commissioners  for  their  dedicated  service  to  the  environment: 

Commissioners  Emeritus  Shelley  Bradford-Bell,  Nia  Crowder,  Rebecca  Evans,  Christina  Desser,  Randall 
Hayes,  Paul  Pelosi  Jr.,  Arlene  Rodriguez,  Darian  Rodriguez  Heyman,  Parin  Shah,  Robert  K.  Werbe. 

Meetings—  All  meetings  are  open  to  the  public.  The  Commission  office  is  at  1 1  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco, 
California,  94102. 

The  Commission  on  the  Environment  meets  bimonthly  on  the  fourth  Tuesday  at  5:00  p.m.  in  January,  March, 
May,  July,  September  and  November.  Meetings  are  held  at  City  Hall,  1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Jr.  Place,  Room 
416,  in  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  unless  otherwise  noted. 

The  Commission  Policy  Committee  meets  monthly  on  the  second  Monday  at  5:00  p.m.  with  the  exception  of 
the  fourth  Monday  in  October.  Meetings  are  held  at  City  Hall,  1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Jr.  Place,  Room  421  in 
the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  unless  otherwise  noted. 

The  Commission  Operations  Committee  meets  quarterly  on  the  third  Wednesday  at  5:00  p.m.  in  January,  April, 
July  and  October.  Meetings  are  held  at  the  Department  of  the  Environment  Eco  Center,  1 1  Grove  Street  in  the 
City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  unless  otherwise  noted. 

The  Director  Search  Ad  Hoc  Committee  held  meetings  in  2010  to  provide  recommendations  of  candidates  for 
the  position  of  Department  of  the  Environment  Director  to  the  Mayor. 


Commission  Resolutions  Adopted  in  2010 
Resolution  001-10-COE,  Bag  Reuse,  January  26,  2010 

Resolution  urging  the  Mayor  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  to  support 
legislation  that  promotes  the  reuse  of  carryout  bags. 

Resolution  002-10-COE,  Cell  Phone  Radiation  Safety  and  Disclosure,  January  26,  2010 

Resolution  recommending  measures  for  educating  the  public  on  and  reducing  exposure  to  radiation  from  cell 
phones,  including  disclosure  of  radiation  information  at  point  of  sale. 

Resolution  003-10-COE,  Adopting  Revised  Reduced  Risk  Pesticide  List,  March  23,  2010 

Resolution  adopting  a  Revised  Reduced-Risk  Pesticides  List  for  2010. 

Resolution  004-10-COE,  Commending  Commissioner  Paul  Pelosi  Jr.,  May  11,  2010 

Resolution  commending  Commissioner  Paul  Pelosi,  Jr.  for  his  service  on  the  San  Francisco  Commission  on  the 
Environment. 

Resolution  005-10-COE,  Approving  Environmental  Justice  Grant  Awards,  July  27,  2010 

Resolution  approving  Department  of  the  Environment  Funding  Recommendations  for  Environmental  Justice 
grant  awards  to  four  organizations. 

Resolution  006-10-COE;  Approving  Zero  Waste  Grant  Awards,  July  27,  2010 

Resolution  approving  Department  of  the  Environment  Funding  Recommendations  for  Zero  Waste  grant  awards 
to  thirteen  organizations. 

The  Commission  provided  their  recommendations  and/or  approved— 

•  Department  of  the  Environment's  Fiscal  Year  2010-1 1  Budget,  January  26,  2010. 

•  Commission  on  the  Environment's  2009  Annual  Report  for  inclusion  into  the  Department's  Annual 
Report  and  Efficiency  Plan,  January  26,  2010. 

•  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  Landfill  Search,  March  23,  2010. 

•  Beach  Chalet  Soccer  Fields  Project  at  Golden  Gate  Park,  March  23,  2010 

•  Candidates  for  Department  of  the  Environment  Director  to  the  Mayor,  May  11,  2010. 

•  Department  of  the  Environment  Zero  Waste  Program  Accomplishments,  July  27,  2010. 

•  Report  on  the  Progress  of  the  Department  of  the  Environment  EnvironmentNow  Program,  July  27,  2010. 

•  2008-09  San  Francisco  Integrated  Pest  Management  (IPM)  Program  Annual  Report,  October  5,  2010. 

•  2009  San  Francisco  Green  Purchasing  Program  for  City  Staff  Annual  Report,  October  5,  2010. 

•  Department  of  the  Environment  Energy  Efficiency  Programs  and  New  Residential  Energy  Efficiency 
Programs,  Goals  and  Design,  October  5,  2010. 

In  addition  to  the  action  items  noted  above,  the  Commission  provided  their  recommendations  on  Department  of 
the  Environment  administrative  and  programmatic  operations  relating  to  Budget  Planning,  Environmental 
Justice,  Strategic  Planning,  Business  Council  on  Climate  Change,  Clean  Air,  Energy,  EnvironmentNow,  Public 
Outreach  and  School  Education,  Toxics  Reduction,  Green  Building,  Urban  Forestry,  and  Zero  Waste. 

Respectfully  submitted  by 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 
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SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


COMMITTEE  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Johanna  Wald  (Chair),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice-Chair),  Rahul 


1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call.  The  Policy  Committee  meeting  convened  at  5:02  p.m.  Present: 
Commissioners  Wald,  Gravanis  and  Prakash.  Commissioner  Prakash  was  welcomed  to  the  Policy 
Committee  as  a  new  member. 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  September  13,  2010  Policy  Committee  Regular  Meeting.  (Explanatory 
Document:  September  13,  2010  Draft  and  Approved  Minutes)  (Discussion  and  Action)  Upon  Motion  by 
Commissioner  Gravanis,  second  by  Commissioner  Prakash,  the  September  13,  2010  Meeting  Minutes  were 
approved  without  objection  (AYES:  Commissioners  Wald,  Gravanis  and  Prakash). 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  Ms.  Harris  inquired  why  the  Bird  Safe  Buildings 
Standards  discussion  was  dropped  from  the  agenda.  Commissioner  Wald  explained  that  Bird  Safe 
Buildings  Standards  would  be  addressed  in  the  next  agenda  item.  Ms.  Harris  announced  that  the  San 
Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission  Citizens  Advisory  Committee  would  be  meeting  tomorrow,  October 
26,  2010,  at  5  p.m.,  at  1 155  Market  Street  and  invited  anyone  who  wishes  to  attend. 

4.  Overview  and  Recommendation  of  Adoption  of  "Standards  for  Bird-Safe  Buildings"  Document. 

Sponsor:  Commissioner  Ruth  Gravanis;  Speakers:  Mark  Palmer,  Municipal  Green  Building  Coordinator, 
Department  of  the  Environment  and  AnMarie  Rodgers,  Manager  of  Legislative  Affairs,  San  Francisco 
Planning  Department  (Explanatory  Document:  Standards  for  Bird-Safe  Buildings)  (Informational  Report 
and  Possible  Action). 

This  agenda  item  was  continued  to  the  November  8,  2010  Meeting.  

Department  of  the  Environment,  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
11  Grove  Street.  San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
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Agenda  Item  6  was  heard  before  agenda  item  5. 

5.  Update  on  City  Department  Climate  Action  Plans.  Sponsor:  Melanie  Nutter,  Director;  Staff  Speaker: 
Calla  Ostrander,  Climate  Action  Coordinator  (Explanatory  Document:  City  Department  Climate  Action 
Plans  Presentation  to  the  Policy  Committee)  (Informational  Report,  Discussion,  and  Possible  Action) 

Department  Director  Nutter  reported  that  Ms.  Ostrander  has  been  doing  a  phenomenal  job  working  with 
Departments  citywide  on  their  Climate  Action  Plans  in  order  to  support  and  address  San  Francisco's  very 
important  carbon-reduction  goals.  Ms.  Ostrander  stated  that  there  are  thirty-four  department  Climate  Action 
Plans.  Departments  are  based  on  people  who  self-select  themselves  as  departments.  She  explained  that 
some  departments  have  an  interesting  standing  like  the  Redevelopment  Agency,  School  District,  and 
Attorney's  Office  that  have  relationships  with  the  state  or  other  partners  that  make  them  feel  as  if  they  are 
exempt  from  the  departmental  planning  process.  The  departments  being  discussed  are  the  big  enterprise 
departments,  all  departments  that  are  housed  by  Real  Estate  or  the  General  Services  Agency.  It  is  a  big 
government.  She  introduced  the  Department  of  the  Environment's  Climate  Team  consisting  of  Sachiko 
Tanikawa,  Sung-gi  Shin,  Marcus  Keller,  and  herself.  Topics  discussed  include: 

•  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  greenhouse  gas  reduction  goals  and  progress  toward  those  goals — 
Total  Emissions  of  C02e  in  Metric  Tons  (Presentation  Slide  2).  Ms  Ostrander  reported  on  figures  from 
2005  -  2012  based  on  a  2005  baseline  for  municipal  agencies  that  consist  of  real-time  data.  A  discussion 
was  held  on  whether  1990  baseline  levels  should  be  used.  Ms.  Ostrander  explained  that  it  is  open  for 
interpretation  whether  the  municipal  goal  should  be  the  1990  or  2005  baseline.  Our  Climate  Action  Plan 
and  Environment  Code  states  that  community- wide  reduction  goals  should  be  20%  below  the  1990 
baseline;  whereas,  the  Ordinance  on  departmental  Climate  Action  Plans  does  not  mention  that  baseline. 
At  the  start  of  the  program  in  2005  to  measure  municipal  footprint,  there  was  no  mention  of  the 
reduction  target  for  the  baseline  year,  so  2005  was  adopted  as  the  baseline  by  default. 

Public  Comment:  Ms.  Lurilla  Harris  inquired  whether  there  was  some  way  to  match  the  baselines.  Ms. 
Ostrander  stated  that  we  can  backtrack  and  would  probably  run  that  number  to  show  both.  It  would 
require  looking  at  1990  municipal-assumed  levels  because  real  data  was  not  available  until  2005.  She 
explained  that  because  less  Hetch  Hetchy  power  was  used  in  1990,  levels  would  probably  be  closer  to 
20%.  The  reason  we  are  doing  so  well  in  our  reduction  goals  is  that  we  are  using  cleaner  and  cleaner 
power. 

•  Total  Emissions  for  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  by  Source  (Presentation  Slide  3).  Ms. 
Ostrander  reported  that  electricity  is  clean  at  1%  because  of  Hetch  Hetchy  power.  She  explained  that  the 
majority  of  the  footprint  is  from  natural  gas  and  diesel  use  because  the  Port,  Fire,  Sheriff,  Police  and 
Airport  departments  all  have  large  diesel  fleets.  Gasoline  is  our  third  largest  source  of  greenhouse  gas 
emissions  and  then  use  of  smaller  assorted  fuels.  The  B20  blend  is  80%  diesel  and  20%  biodiesel.  The 
1%  diesel  figure  is  a  small  portion  of  regular  diesel  used  by  the  Fire  Department.  The  Fire  Department 
would  like  to  transition  to  all  biodiesel,  but  is  waiting  for  a  decision  from  the  state  of  California  who  has 
issued  a  hold  on  building  any  new  underground  storage  tanks  for  biodiesel  because  the  health  effects 
have  not  been  fully  studied.  The  City  had  already  built  and  was  already  storing  biodiesel  in 
underground  storage  tanks,  and  kept  those,  but  has  put  a  hold  on  building  new  ones. 

•  Total  Emissions  from  Fuel  by  Department  (Presentation  Slide  4).  Ms.  Ostrander  reported  that  the 
Municipal  Transportation  Agency  (MTA)  is  the  largest  user  of  fuel  because  of  bus  fleets,  and  we  would 
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like  them  to  grow  their  services.  If  they  are  going  to  be  putting  more  buses  on  the  road,  they  would 
grow  their  internal  footprint,  but  hopefully  the  community-wide  footprint  would  shrink  as  a  result. 
There  would  be  more  people  on  transit  and  fewer  people  driving  their  individual  automobiles.  Future 
reductions  can  be  seen  in  departments  such  as  (1)  the  Fire  Department  when  they  convert  to  biodiesel; 
(2)  Public  Utilities  Commission  (PUC)  who  has  a  huge  vehicle  fleet  and  needs  to  be  more  efficient  in 
their  fleet;  (3)  the  Police  Department  who  could  modernize  to  hybrid  vehicles;  and  (4)  the  Department  of 
Public  Works  (DPW)  is  also  looking  for  best-fleet  practices  and  wants  to  switch  out  its  old  vehicles.. 
The  San  Francisco  Airport  (SFO)  is  actively  managing  their  fleet,  wants  to  see  reductions,  and  is  a  great 
partner.  These  departments  are  the  ones  to  go  after  in  order  to  achieve  a  ten-percent  reduction  in  this 
area.  Commissioner  Prakash  inquired  about  the  reasons  for  the  holdup  in  the  Police  Department.  Ms. 
Ostrander  reported  that  Police  Department  vehicles  have  extra  equipment  that  have  to  be  run  all  the  time 
and  require  a  lot  more  power,  so  the  normal  hybrid  vehicle  would  wear  the  battery  down  quickly.  When 
the  hybrid  vehicles  initially  came  on  the  market  for  security  cars,  there  were  a  lot  of  problems  since  the 
extra  gadgets  drew  a  lot  of  energy.  The  industry  is  now  automatically  putting  in  an  extra  battery  in  the 
vehicle  to  run  all  of  the  equipment  so  it  does  not  draw  on  the  vehicle  battery.  Existing  cars  can  easily  be 
retrofitted  or  new  models  can  be  purchased  to  solve  this  problem. 

•  Total  Department  Emissions  by  Energy — natural  gas,  steam,  and  electricity  (Presentation  Slide  5).  Ms. 
Ostrander  reported  that  the  largest  municipal  footprint  is  from  natural  gas,  electricity  and  a  small  amount 
of  steam.  Commissioner  Wald  inquired  why  steam  that  is  made  from  natural  gas  is  not  included  in  the 
natural  gas  category.  Ms.  Ostrander  stated  that  is  because  NRG,  the  agency  that  delivers  the  steam,  does 
not  have  a  reporting  system  for  natural  gas.  She  explained  that  the  Department  of  Public  Health  (DPH) 
is  the  largest  natural  gas  user  because  of  backup  generator  use.  Boilers,  which  are  very  inefficient,  are 
being  run  all  the  time  so  backup  can  be  provided  within  seven  seconds  should  electricity  go  down. 
Engineers  believe  that  could  be  an  area  for  large  improvement  in  energy  efficiency.  DPH 
replaced/retrofitted  their  boilers  in  2008  so  it  is  expected  the  figure  would  decrease  as  a  result.  The  PUC 
is  the  largest  natural  gas  user,  primarily  for  the  waste  water  treatment  plant.  Electricity  figures  are 
dictated  by  how  much  Hetch  Hetchy  power  the  City  is  getting. 

•  Reading  Department  Climate  Action  Plan  (CAP)  Scorecards  (Presentation  Slide  6).  Ms.  Ostrander 
reported  that  Departments  have  now  been  issuing  reports  for  two  years  and  are  now  into  their  third  year. 
Departments  update  and  submit  a  plan  every  year  and  are  scored  every  year  by  their  individual  footprint. 
She  explained  that  ninety  percent  of  MTA's  footprint  is  from  B20.  MTA  did  not  know  how  much 
gasoline  they  were  using  before  they  started  the  CAP  process.  Through  this  process  they  discovered  that 
there  was  an  error  in  double-billing  for  biodiesel  purchases.  The  key  side  benefit  to  this  system  is  having 
departments  pay  attention  to  their  bills.  The  Fire  Department  found  out  that  they  were  paying  utilities  for 
three  buildings  that  they  no  longer  own  and  got  a  huge  sum  back  from  PG&E,  and  other  departments 
have  found  discrepancies  also. 

Commissioner  Wald  inquired  whether  Ms.  Ostrander  helps  departments  see  what  changes  have 
happened  from  the  previous  reporting  year.  Ms.  Ostrander  stated  that  is  a  goal  and  described  the 
challenges  in  getting  a  department  to  look  at  their  facilities  as  a  whole.  Departments  have  appointed 
climate  liaisons  who  in  some  cases  are  high-level  staff  members,  facility  managers,  assistants  to 
directors,  etc.  These  people  have  done  a  great  job  and  will  be  given  recommendations  for  how  to  make 
reductions.  Quarterly  data  updates  will  be  provided  that  show  fluctuations  and  will  address  issues  such 
as  what  needs  to  be  repaired,  reductions  to  make,  etc.  The  scorecard  has  a  range  from  0-2.  Zero  is 
issued  if  a  department  has  done  nothing  and  has  not  provided  information  as  to  why  nothing  was  done; 
one  is  you  did  a  good  job,  thanks  for  providing  your  budget  and  the  number  of  people  that  work  for  you; 
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and  2  is  for  outstanding  work.  The  Library  system  used  their  Greenstacks  program  to  launch  an  active 
reporting-system  for  all  of  their  branches  and  now  tracks,  reports,  and  displays  information  for  each 
building. 

Commissioner  Prakash  inquired  how  data  was  input  and  expressed  his  concern  for  the  possibility  of  a 
large  margin  of  error  in  manual  reporting.  He  stated  that  there  are  software  services  available  that  would 
be  able  to  automate  the  data.  Ms.  Ostrander  reported  that  a  Request  for  Proposal(s)  would  be  issued  for 
this  service  that  would  be  led  by  Mr.  Marcus  Keller  of  the  Climate  Team.  Ms.  Ostrander  stated  that  in 
the  first  few  years,  she  had  to  locate  the  data,  identify  the  main  providers,  and  match  naming 
conventions.  There  is  no  standard  naming  convention  so  she  had  to  spend  a  year  of  manual  matching 
between  the  different  naming  conventions  and  different  major  datasets.  The  software  that  is  available 
now  has  changed  from  two  years  ago.  Now  it  is  known  where  the  datasets  are,  who  partners  are,  and  an 
RFP  will  be  published  soon  for  a  software  provider.  Ms.  Ostrander  reported  that  the  CAP  program  is 
playing  catch-up  and  is  still  a  year  behind  in  data  collection.  Commissioner  Prakash  offered  his 
assistance  on  data  collection  and  analysis.  Ms.  Ostrander  suggested  that  Commissioner  Prakash  be 
involved  in  the  RFP  process.  Commissioner  Prakash  inquired  whether  other  cities  are  working  on  a 
green  accounting  program.  Director  Nutter  stated  that  Chicago  and  New  York  City  are  working  on  a 
similar  program.  Ms.  Ostrander  reported  that  categories  that  will  be  added  include  department 
reductions  for  waste  by  material  type  and  carbon  reduction  from  trees  provided  people  can  maintain 
information  on  tree  characteristics. 

Director  Nutter  reported  that  we  are  at  a  point  where  a  lot  of  departments  are  invested  in  this  process, 
most  coordinators  are  submitting  their  plans,  and  now  where  do  we  go  from  here.  How  do  we 
incentivize  departments  to  participate  more  and  aggressively  tackle  the  areas  where  they  can  reduce  their 
carbon?  One  idea  being  discussed  is  to  request  specific  target  commitments  from  each  department  by  a 
certain  date  that  would  state  that  they  are  going  to  take  these  aggressive  measures  to  reduce  carbon 
towards  the  goal  of  reducing  our  carbon  emissions  by  20%  by  2012.  We  want  to  make  that  public 
statement  and  recognize  the  departments  who  have  said  we  are  going  to  tackle  this  action  and  continue 
to  move  aggressively  toward  reducing  our  carbon.  We  now  have  the  tools  to  do  so,  we  have  the  buy-in 
from  departments,  we  have  the  information,  and  understand  what  we  have  to  do,  and  can  continue  to 
incentivize  departments  to  participate. 

Ms.  Ostrander  reported  that  short  of  the  Police  Department  who  did  not  submit  their  plan  this  year  and 
two  other  departments,  there  is  100%  participation  at  every  meeting.  Commissioner  Prakash  discussed 
the  benefits  of  departments  competing  for  the  same  goal  and  suggested  maintaining  a  best  practices 
database  for  departments  to  share.  Ms.  Ostrander  stated  that  a  best  practices  database  would  require 
upkeep.  She  explained  that  meetings  are  held  to  educate  staff  and  share  information  and  described  the 
benefits  of  verbally  sharing  information.  Commissioner  Wald  suggested  involving  a  person  from 
another  department  who  is  invested  in  the  effort  to  work  on  the  database  in  order  to  spread  the 
responsibility.  She  reported  that  the  next  meeting  would  be  on  Green  Purchasing  and  the  SFGreen 
Products  database.  A  discussion  was  held  on  gathering  publicity  so  that  other  cities  could  be  aware  of 
what  San  Francisco  is  doing. 

Public  Comment:  Ms.  Harris  inquired  whether  departments  receive  a  boiler  plate/outline  of  information 
to  provide.  Ms.  Ostrander  reported  that  there  is  a  Department  Climate  Action  Plan  template  that 
changes  every  year  and  integrates  all  sustainability  activities  in  one  place.  Last  year  there  were  sixteen 
categories  that  were  scored  (Presentation  Slide  6)  that  include  categories  such  as  zero  waste,  green 
purchasing,  commuter  benefits  scores,  etc. 
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Commissioner  Gravanis  noted  that  the  PUC  would  be  moving  toward  producing  tertiary-treated 
wastewater  for  water  recycling,  which  is  a  lot  more  energy  intensive  than  secondary  treatment  since  it 
uses  either  ultraviolet  light  or  reverse  osmosis.  She  suggested  considering  future  expectations  for  PUC 
because  their  energy  needs  are  likely  to  increase  in  the  future  with  the  advent  of  recycled  water  plants  at 
Golden  Gate  Park  and  Treasure  Island.  Ms.  Ostrander  stated  that  would  be  reviewed.  She  stated  that 
PUC  is  a  large  user  of  natural  gas  because  of  their  waste  water  treatment  plants,  so  if  they  switch  to 
electricity  at  their  waste  water  treatment  plants  and  continue  to  have  Hetch  Hetchy  as  their  clean  power 
source,  their  program  may  go  down  in  that  scenario  because  the  treatment  process  would  be  different. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  in  terms  of  overall  projection  and  goals,  it  would  be  a  benefit  to 
think  in  the  same  terms  as  for  MUNI,  that  certain  department's  energy  needs  may  increase  or  decrease, 
and  there  are  tradeoffs  based  on  what  we  want  to  accomplish.  Ms.  Ostrander  added  that  would  be  the 
case  based  on  projected  demand  and  services,  and  that  the  carbon  footprint  is  not  the  only  perspective  to 
consider  in  a  decision.  The  Climate  Action  Plans  were  just  meant  to  fulfill  the  Ordinance  that 
specifically  asks  for  department's  carbon  footprints  and  has  been  broadened  to  include  water  usage, 
waste  reduction  and  trees. 

Commissioner  Wald  suggested  that  Ms.  Ostrander  present  on  the  department  Climate  Action  Plans  to 
the  Commission.  Ms.  Ostrander  reported  that  she  would  present  goals  that  the  Climate  team  would  like 
Departments  to  work  on  at  the  January  Commission  meeting.  Commissioner  Wald  discussed  the 
possibility  of  the  Commission  sending  letters  to  people  who  are  especially  helpful  and  leading  the  effort 
in  their  departments  to  make  this  happen.  She  inquired  what  can  be  done  in  the  public  sphere  to  help 
support  what  needs  to  be  done.  Ms.  Ostrander  stated  that  support  for  people  doing  the  work  is  needed 
because  there  is  no  financial  incentive  available.  She  reported  on  last  year's  awards  that  include  (1) 
green  and  blue  awards  to  recognize  staff  climate  liaisons;  (2)  Zero  Waste  champion  award;  and  (3)  most 
green  saved  award  across  every  category.  Supervisor  Mirkarimi  who  sponsored  the  Ordinance  attended 
to  acknowledge  departments  and  experts  from  each  area  and  presented  individual  department  awards. 
Managers  were  invited  to  see  their  staff  receive  awards.  This  type  of  recognition  will  continue. 

Ms.  Ostrander  reported  that  the  award  ceremonies  were  not  open  to  the  public  last  year,  and  asked 
Commissioners  to  let  her  know  if  they  would  like  to  be  involved  in  the  future.  Commissioner  Wald 
suggested  that  the  Commission  issue  resolutions  to  the  winners.  Ms.  Ostrander  reported  that  the  Mayor 
signed  Resolutions  last  year.  She  stated  that  she  would  come  to  the  Commission  at  the  end  of  May  next 
year  when  reports  are  reviewed.  Director  Nutter  stated  that  now  would  be  an  appropriate  time  for  the 
Commission  to  issue  thank-you  letters  to  departments  for  participating  in  the  program.  Commissioner 
Wald  suggested  that  Director  Nutter  prepare  a  letter  and  ask  Commissioners  to  sign. 

Commissioner  Wald  suggested  that  department  accomplishments  be  noticed  in  one  of  the  many 
documents  that  different  city  entities  send  to  residents,  e.g.,  utility  bill,  Department  of  the  Environment 
newsletter,  or  on  the  Department's  website.  Director  Nutter  agreed  that  it  is  important  to  publicly 
highlight  work  being  accomplished  and  to  demonstrate  that  we  as  a  city  are  leading  the  way.  That  all 
mandates  being  put  in  place  for  San  Franciscans  is  something  we  are  also  doing  ourselves. 
Commissioner  Wald  stated  that  it  is  important  that  people  understand  that  the  Department's  role  is  more 
of  a  partnership.  Ms.  Ostrander  stated  that  this  work  is  another  example  of  an  unfunded  mandate  with 
no  budget.  It  was  accomplished  through  good  will  and  creating  relationships  with  people  to  get  it  done. 
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Public  Comment:  Ms.  Harris  inquired  whether  the  department's  Climate  Action  Plans  were  available  on 
the  web.  Ms.  Ostrander  reported  that  next  year's  department  plans  would  be  online,  and  that  she  is 
happy  to  share  information.  Ms.  Harris  suggested  that  for  the  benefit  of  the  public,  the  typeface  should 
be  made  as  large  as  possible. 

6.  Review  of  Commission  on  the  Environment  Draft  Annual  Report  for  inclusion  into  the  2011  Annual 
Report  and  Efficiency  Plan  for  recommendation  to  the  Commission  on  the  Environment.  Sponsor: 
Commissioner  Wald;  Staff  Speaker:  Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary  (5  minutes)  (Explanatory 
Document:  Annual  Report  Draft  and  Annual  Report  Draft  102510)  (Informational  Report,  Discussion  and 
Action) 

Ms.  Fish  presented  an  Annual  Report  Draft  to  Policy  Committee  members  for  review  and  comment.  She 
reported  that  the  Commission  had  requested  that  future  Annual  Report  Drafts  be  reviewed  at  the  Policy 
Committee  for  recommendation  to  the  Commission.  Ms.  Fish  reported  that  Mr.  Westlund,  Outreach 
Program  Manager,  would  be  submitting  the  2010  Annual  Report  and  Efficiency  Plan  by  February  2,  201 1 
and  had  reviewed  and  approved  the  Commission's  section  of  the  Draft  Annual  Report  as  written. 
Commissioners  held  a  discussion  and  suggested  edits  to  the  Annual  Report  Draft  as  shown  in  the 
explanatory  document  titled  Annual  Report  Draft  102510. 

Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Gravanis,  second  by  Commissioner  Prakash,  the  Draft  Annual  Report  was 
recommended  for  approval  to  the  Commission  with  amendments  (AYES:  Commissioners  Wald,  Gravanis, 
and  Prakash) 

7.  Director's  Report  and  Updates.  Speaker:  Melanie  Nutter,  Director  (Informational  Report  and  Discussion) 

Department  Director  Nutter  reported  that  there  are  two  items  that  will  be  heard  at  the  Board  of  Supervisors, 
one  tomorrow  and  one  next  Tuesday.  The  first  is  an  Ordinance  championed  by  Supervisor  Mirkarimi  on 
safe  drug  disposal  that  passed  out  of  the  Public  Safety  Committee  and  will  be  before  the  full  Board  at 
tomorrow's  hearing.  Director  Nutter  reported  that  she  has  testified  on  this  Ordinance  and  spoke  to  the 
Committee  about  how  the  Department  could  support  work  on  this  issue.  The  Department  of  the 
Environment  has  been  committed  to  figuring  out  a  way  to  dispose  of  pharmaceuticals  in  a  safe  way.  The 
Ordinance  is  a  good  one,  but  there  are  questions  from  a  departmental  perspective  about  implementation  and 
enforcement.  The  Ordinance  is  written  in  a  way  that  the  burden  is  on  the  manufacturers  to  come  up  with  a 
plan  for  the  Department  of  the  Environment  to  approve  and  enforce  at  the  local  level.  There  are  similarities 
to  other  ordinances,  but  there  are  questions  about  which  manufacturers  do  business  in  San  Francisco  and 
how  to  enforce  and  let  manufacturers  know  they  are  part  of  this  Ordinance.  The  Department  is  hoping  that 
the  Ordinance  will  go  back  to  Committee  in  order  to  allow  for  time  to  work  on  implementation  and 
enforcement  solutions.  Ms.  Raphael  and  Ms.  Zarrehparvar  of  the  Toxics  Reduction  team  have  provided 
amendments  and  feedback  to  the  Ordinance,  but  there  are  still  questions.  It  is  an  excellent  program  and  idea, 
but  there  are  still  questions  to  be  answered. 

The  second  is  the  Healthy  and  Clean  Air  Transportation  Ordinance  that  came  out  of  Committee  today  which 
is  a  revision  to  Environment  Code  Chapter  4,  which  governs  how  the  city  purchases  vehicles  for  the 
municipal  fleet.  Director  Nutter  stated  that  she  had  testified  today  on  behalf  of  this  Ordinance  that  the 
Mayor's  Office  has  been  championing  for  a  number  of  years.  It  sets  a  reduction  goal  of  the  municipal  fleet 
of  20%  in  the  next  four  years.  The  Ordinance  would  allow  departments  to  purchase  ultra-low  emission  or 
zero-emission  vehicles  regardless  of  fuel  type.  The  City  will  be  able  to  purchase  the  cleanest  vehicles 
available  in  each  category  and  would  not  have  to  give  exemptions  if  an  alternative  fuel  option  were  not 


Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee 
October  25,  2010  Draft  Meeting  Minutes 
Page  7 


available.  The  Ordinance  broadens  the  scope  and  options  for  departments  to  upgrade  their  vehicles.  These 
restrictions  do  not  apply  to  public  safety  vehicles  or  MUNI  buses.  Provisions  of  the  Ordinance  do  not  apply 
to  some  of  the  enterprises  agencies  such  as  PUC,  Airport,  Port  and  MTA  where  application  would  conflict 
with  controlling  law  or  interfere  with  the  discharge  of  functions  placed  under  the  direct  jurisdiction  on  these 
departments.  The  last  part  of  the  Ordinance  would  require  each  department  to  adopt  a  transit-first  policy  to 
maximize  the  use  of  public  transportation. 

Director  Nutter  reported  that  senior  staff  held  a  retreat  last  Thursday  which  turned  out  to  be  a  fun  and 
productive  day.  There  was  good  feedback  from  staff,  and  she  was  happy  with  participation.  A  survey  was 
sent  to  staff  asking  what  they  like  most  about  working  with  the  Department,  what  to  improve,  and  other 
feedback.  Sixty-percent  participation  was  received  within  a  few  days.  People  said  that  they  love  their 
coworkers,  programs  and  policies,  approach  to  change,  and  culture.  Things  to  improve  were  mostly 
operational—team  building,  cross-program  work,  accommodations  for  work  space,  more  administrative 
support  to  accommodate  growth  of  staff,  better  technology  and  solutions  for  technology,  and  training 
opportunities.  Other  retreat  activities  included  a  visioning  exercise,  a  branding  and  mission  statement  update 
exercise,  identifying  actions  for  team-building,  and  breaking  down  silos. 

Public  Comment:  Ms.  Harris  stated  that  public  outreach  is  important  particularly  to  the  Department  of  the 
Environment.  She  asked  to  be  placed  on  the  mailing  list  for  the  Department  of  the  Environment  brown  bag 
meetings  and  offered  to  provide  suggestions  for  speakers.  Director  Nutter  reported  that  she  has  hired  a  new 
assistant,  Ms.  Alejandro  Bando  that  would  be  starting  in  a  couple  of  weeks  that  would  be  in  charge  of 
brown-bag  meetings.  She  suggested  that  Ms.  Harris  send  her  ideas  for  speakers  in  the  interim. 

8.     Announcements.  (Discussion)  Commissioner  Gravanis  announced  that  Department  staff  has  launched  a 
comprehensive  project  to  overhaul  the  website,  which  she  is  involved  in.  She  asked  Committee  members 
for  their  suggestions  for  improvements  to  the  website.  Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  she  would  be 
involved  in  submitting  comments  on  the  Commission's  part  of  the  website  and  encouraging  a  two-way 
communication  stream. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  wastewater  and  water  are  not  areas  the  Commission  is  directly  dealing 
with,  but  felt  that  Commissioners  may  be  interested  in  attending  Public  Utilities  Commission  (PUC) 
meetings  on  these  issues.  She  announced  that  the  Board  of  Supervisors  Land  Use  Committee  is  having  a 
meeting  on  Monday  about  the  digesters  at  the  Southeast  Water  Plant,  which  is  a  very  important 
environmental  issue  that  she  would  like  the  Commission  to  be  involved  with  in  the  future.  The  PUC  is 
scheduled  to  have  a  meeting  on  November  1 8l  about  the  proposed  recycled  water  plant  at  Golden  Gate  Park 
which  is  controversial  and  alternative  sites  will  be  looked  at. 

Public  Comment:  Ms.  Harris  suggested  that  Commissioners  be  added  to  the  PUC  Citizens  Advisory 
Committee  mailing  list  of  meetings.  Ms.  Fish  was  asked  to  check  in  with  Commissioners  to  see  whether 
they  would  like  to  be  added  to  the  list.  Ms.  Harris  announced  that  the  PUC  also  has  a  Power  Subcommittee 
that  Commissioners  may  be  interested  in. 

8.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Discussion)  Projected  agenda  items  for  the  November  8,  2010 
meeting  topics  include  a  discussion  on  Bird  Safe  Buildings  Standards  and  Committee  review  of  Strategic 
Plan  Drafts  for  four  program  areas  (Zero  Waste,  Toxics  Reduction,  Climate,  Energy  Efficiency  and 
Renewable  Agency).  Commissioner  Wald  inquired  whether  identifying  funding  and  staffing  to  achieve 
goals  should  be  part  of  the  Strategic  Plan  discussion.  Director  Nutter  stated  that  funding  and  staffing  would 
be  related  more  to  an  actual  work  plan  and  may  be  premature  for  a  strategic  plan  discussion.  Commissioner 
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Gravanis  stated  that  previous  suggestions  made  were  that  the  Strategic  Plan  should  include  a  section  for 
prioritizing  fundraising  activities  for  items  that  funding  is  not  available  for.  Director  Nutter  explained  that 
the  prior  plans  are  in  the  process  of  being  updated  and  includes  items  that  funding  is  or  will  be  available  for. 
She  is  encouraging  staff  to  fit  in  a  larger  vision  of  what  they  would  like  to  achieve  within  the  program  in  the 
future.  Commissioner  Wald  inquired  about  who  is  working  on  things  that  people  are  not  working  on  now 
and  might  be,  and  when  could  that  be  integrated  into  the  Strategic  Plan.  Director  Nutter  stated  that  she 
would  consider  how  to  work  that  topic  in.  She  reported  that  discussions  and  ideas  discussed  at  the  senior 
staff  retreat  could  be  worked  into  the  strategic  plan.  Director  Nutter  reported  that  her  plans  include  writing 
a  strategic  plan  for  department-wide  goals  in  order  to  find  as  many  common  threads  as  possible  among 
departments;  to  set  department-wide  plans,  goals  and  actions;  and  break  down  silos  in  order  to  integrate 
more  programs. 

A  discussion  was  held  about  rescheduling  the  November  23,  2010  Commission  meeting  to  either  November 
30  or  December  7  because  of  the  Thanksgiving  holiday.  Commissioners  discussed  the  Bylaws  requirement 
to  hold  nominations  for  Commission  officers  in  November  and  how  that  would  not  be  possible  if  the 
November  meeting  was  rescheduled  to  December.  Commissioner  Wald  stated  that  she  would  be  proposing  a 
Bylaws  amendment  to  change  the  requirement  to  hold  nominations  at  the  last  Commission  meeting  of  the 
calendar  year. 

Committee  members  agreed  to  provide  Ms.  Fish  with  their  input  for  changes  to  the  Outreach  Survey  list  of 
environmental  organizations  by  December.  This  item  would  not  be  added  to  the  agenda.  Ms.  Fish  and 
Commissioner  Gravanis  provided  background  on  this  topic.  A  discussion  was  held  on  the  importance  of 
identifying  an  appropriate  contact  at  the  organization  to  send  the  survey  to  and  the  possibility  of  enlisting 
EnvironmentNow  program  staff  to  assist  in  this  effort. 

Commissioner  Prakash  suggested  a  presentation  at  the  Policy  Committee  by  two  companies,  one  doing 
interesting  work  on  home  performance  and  energy  retrofits  and  a  company  who  has  changed  the  law  in 
California  about  car-sharing  that  would  allow  anyone  to  share  their  car  without  insurance  ramifications.  It 
is  a  San  Francisco  model  on  how  to  lead  an  effective  car-share  program.  Ms.  Fish  provided  information  on 
the  procedure  for  adding  agenda  items  to  Committee  meetings.  Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  it  is 
important  to  prioritize  agenda  items  so  that  input  that  is  useful  to  help  direct  policy  takes  precedence. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  inquired  about  when  the  issue  of  banning  the  sale  of  single-serve  water  bottles  on 
City  property  and  City  events  would  be  heard.  She  reported  on  communications  received  on  this  topic. 
Director  Nutter  stated  that  this  item  can  be  tentatively  scheduled  for  the  December  or  January  Policy 
Committee  meeting.  Additional  future  agenda  items  discussed  included  an  (1)  update  on  the  cell  phone 
ordinance  (2)  the  landfill  contract  that  may  be  heard  at  the  Board  of  Supervisors  in  November;  (3) 
Commissioner  Wald  suggested  a  continued  discussion  on  whether  San  Francisco  can  start  moving  into  a 
system  of  having  a  different  or  lower  rate  for  people  who  do  not  have  items  to  send  to  landfill. 
Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  this  discussion  should  take  place  well  ahead  of  the  refuse  rate  process. 

9.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  were  no  members  of  the  public  present  at 
this  time. 

10.  Adjournment.  The  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  meeting  adjourned  at  7:00  p.m. 
Respectfully  submitted  by  Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 
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TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1)  the  Commission's  office,  11  Grove  Street,  San 
Francisco,  California  between  the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Committee  meeting  website 
https://sites.google.eom/a/sfenvironment.org/commission/policy-committee  with  each  agenda  or  meeting 
minutes,  or  (3)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone  number  415-355-3709  or  via  e- 
mail  at  Monica.Fish@sfgov.org. 

The  next  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  meeting  is  scheduled  for  Monday,  November  8, 
20 1 0  at  5 :00  p.m.  in  Room  42 1 ,  City  Hall. 


Approved: 
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CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 
COMMISSION  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT 
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13.7/ 


REGULAR  MEETING 
APPROVED  MINUTES 


NOV  -  9  2010 


MONDAY,  OCTOBER  25,  2010,  5:00  P.M. 
CITY  HALL,  ROOM  421 
SAN  FRANCISCO,  CA  94102 


SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


COMMITTEE  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Johanna  Wald  (Chair),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice-Chair).  Rahul 


1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call.  The  Policy  Committee  meeting  convened  at  5:02  p.m.  Present: 
Commissioners  Wald,  Gravanis  and  Prakash.  Commissioner  Prakash  was  welcomed  to  the  Policy 
Committee  as  a  new  member. 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  September  13,  2010  Policy  Committee  Regular  Meeting.  (Explanatory 
Document:  September  13,  2010  Draft  and  Approved  Minutes)  (Discussion  and  Action)  Upon  Motion  by 
Commissioner  Gravanis,  second  by  Commissioner  Prakash,  the  September  13,  2010  Meeting  Minutes  were 
approved  without  objection  (AYES:  Commissioners  Wald,  Gravanis  and  Prakash). 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  Ms.  Harris  inquired  why  the  Bird  Safe  Buildings 
Standards  discussion  was  dropped  from  the  agenda.  Commissioner  Wald  explained  that  Bird  Safe 
Buildings  Standards  would  be  addressed  in  the  next  agenda  item.  Ms.  Harris  announced  that  the  San 
Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission  Citizens  Advisory  Committee  would  be  meeting  tomorrow,  October 
26,  2010,  at  5  p.m.,  at  1 155  Market  Street  and  invited  anyone  who  wishes  to  attend. 

4.  Overview  and  Recommendation  of  Adoption  of  "Standards  for  Bird-Safe  Buildings"  Document. 

Sponsor:  Commissioner  Ruth  Gravanis;  Speakers:  Mark  Palmer,  Municipal  Green  Building  Coordinator, 
Department  of  the  Environment  and  AnMarie  Rodgers,  Manager  of  Legislative  Affairs.  San  Francisco 
Planning  Department  (Explanatory  Document:  Standards  for  Bird-Safe  Buildings)  (Informational  Report 
and  Possible  Action). 

This  agenda  item  was  continued  to  the  November  8,  2010  Meeting.  

Department  of  the  Environment,  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco.  CA  94102 
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Agenda  Item  6  was  heard  before  agenda  item  5 . 

5.  Update  on  City  Department  Climate  Action  Plans.  Sponsor:  Melanie  Nutter,  Director;  Staff  Speaker: 
Calla  Ostrander,  Climate  Action  Coordinator  (Explanatory  Document:  City  Department  Climate  Action 
Plans  Presentation  to  the  Policy  Committee)  (Informational  Report,  Discussion,  and  Possible  Action) 

Department  Director  Nutter  reported  that  Ms.  Ostrander  has  been  doing  a  phenomenal  job  working  with 
Departments  citywide  on  their  Climate  Action  Plans  in  order  to  support  and  address  San  Francisco's  very 
important  carbon-reduction  goals.  Ms.  Ostrander  stated  that  there  are  thirty-four  department  Climate  Action 
Plans.  Departments  are  based  on  people  who  self-select  themselves  as  departments.  She  explained  that 
some  departments  have  an  interesting  standing  like  the  Redevelopment  Agency,  School  District,  and 
Attorney's  Office  that  have  relationships  with  the  state  or  other  partners  that  make  them  feel  as  if  they  are 
exempt  from  the  departmental  planning  process.  The  departments  being  discussed  are  the  big  enterprise 
departments,  all  departments  that  are  housed  by  Real  Estate  or  the  General  Services  Agency.  It  is  a  big 
government.  She  introduced  the  Department  of  the  Environment's  Climate  Team  consisting  of  Sachiko 
Tanikawa,  Sung-gi  Shin,  Marcus  Keller,  and  herself.  Topics  discussed  include: 

•  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  greenhouse  gas  reduction  goals  and  progress  toward  those  goals — 
Total  Emissions  of  C02e  in  Metric  Tons  (Presentation  Slide  2).  Ms  Ostrander  reported  on  figures  from 
2005  -  2012  based  on  a  2005  baseline  for  municipal  agencies  that  consist  of  real-time  data.  A  discussion 
was  held  on  whether  1990  baseline  levels  should  be  used.  Ms.  Ostrander  explained  that  it  is  open  for 
interpretation  whether  the  municipal  goal  should  be  the  1990  or  2005  baseline.  Our  Climate  Action  Plan 
and  Environment  Code  states  that  community- wide  reduction  goals  should  be  20%  below  the  1990 
baseline;  whereas,  the  Ordinance  on  departmental  Climate  Action  Plans  does  not  mention  that  baseline. 
At  the  start  of  the  program  in  2005  to  measure  municipal  footprint,  there  was  no  mention  of  the 
reduction  target  for  the  baseline  year,  so  2005  was  adopted  as  the  baseline  by  default. 

Public  Comment:  Ms.  Lurilla  Harris  inquired  whether  there  was  some  way  to  match  the  baselines.  Ms. 
Ostrander  stated  that  we  can  backtrack  and  would  probably  run  that  number  to  show  both.  It  would 
require  looking  at  1990  municipal-assumed  levels  because  real  data  was  not  available  until  2005.  She 
explained  that  because  less  Hetch  Hetchy  power  was  used  in  1 990,  levels  would  probably  be  closer  to 
20%.  The  reason  we  are  doing  so  well  in  our  reduction  goals  is  that  we  are  using  cleaner  and  cleaner 
power. 

•  Total  Emissions  for  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  by  Source  (Presentation  Slide  3).  Ms. 
Ostrander  reported  that  electricity  is  clean  at  1%  because  of  Hetch  Hetchy  power.  She  explained  that  the 
majority  of  the  footprint  is  from  natural  gas  and  diesel  use  because  the  Port,  Fire,  Sheriff,  Police  and 
Airport  departments  all  have  large  diesel  fleets.  Gasoline  is  our  third  largest  source  of  greenhouse  gas 
emissions  and  then  use  of  smaller  assorted  fuels.  The  B20  blend  is  80%  diesel  and  20%  biodiesel.  The 
1%  diesel  figure  is  a  small  portion  of  regular  diesel  used  by  the  Fire  Department.  The  Fire  Department 
would  like  to  transition  to  all  biodiesel,  but  is  waiting  for  a  decision  from  the  state  of  California  who  has 
issued  a  hold  on  building  any  new  underground  storage  tanks  for  biodiesel  because  the  health  effects 
have  not  been  fully  studied.  The  City  had  already  built  and  was  already  storing  biodiesel  in 
underground  storage  tanks,  and  kept  those,  but  has  put  a  hold  on  building  new  ones. 

•  Total  Emissions  from  Fuel  by  Department  (Presentation  Slide  4).  Ms.  Ostrander  reported  that  the 
Municipal  Transportation  Agency  (MTA)  is  the  largest  user  of  fuel  because  of  bus  fleets,  and  we  would 
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like  them  to  grow  their  services.  If  they  are  going  to  be  putting  more  buses  on  the  road,  they  would 
grow  their  internal  footprint,  but  hopefully  the  community-wide  footprint  would  shrink  as  a  result. 
There  would  be  more  people  on  transit  and  fewer  people  driving  their  individual  automobiles.  Future 
reductions  can  be  seen  in  departments  such  as  (1)  the  Fire  Department  when  they  convert  to  biodiesel; 
(2)  Public  Utilities  Commission  (PUC)  who  has  a  huge  vehicle  fleet  and  needs  to  be  more  efficient  in 
their  fleet;  (3)  the  Police  Department  who  could  modernize  to  hybrid  vehicles;  and  (4)  the  Department  of 
Public  Works  (DPW)  is  also  looking  for  best-fleet  practices  and  wants  to  switch  out  its  old  vehicles.. 
The  San  Francisco  Airport  (SFO)  is  actively  managing  their  fleet,  wants  to  see  reductions,  and  is  a  great 
partner.  These  departments  are  the  ones  to  go  after  in  order  to  achieve  a  ten-percent  reduction  in  this 
area.  Commissioner  Prakash  inquired  about  the  reasons  for  the  holdup  in  the  Police  Department.  Ms. 
Ostrander  reported  that  Police  Department  vehicles  have  extra  equipment  that  have  to  be  run  all  the  time 
and  require  a  lot  more  power,  so  the  normal  hybrid  vehicle  would  wear  the  battery  down  quickly.  When 
the  hybrid  vehicles  initially  came  on  the  market  for  security  cars,  there  were  a  lot  of  problems  since  the 
extra  gadgets  drew  a  lot  of  energy.  The  industry  is  now  automatically  putting  in  an  extra  battery  in  the 
vehicle  to  run  all  of  the  equipment  so  it  does  not  draw  on  the  vehicle  battery.  Existing  cars  can  easily  be 
retrofitted  or  new  models  can  be  purchased  to  solve  this  problem. 

•  Total  Department  Emissions  by  Energy — natural  gas,  steam,  and  electricity  (Presentation  Slide  5).  Ms. 
Ostrander  reported  that  the  largest  municipal  footprint  is  from  natural  gas,  electricity  and  a  small  amount 
of  steam.  Commissioner  Wald  inquired  why  steam  that  is  made  from  natural  gas  is  not  included  in  the 
natural  gas  category.  Ms.  Ostrander  stated  that  is  because  NRG,  the  agency  that  delivers  the  steam,  does 
not  have  a  reporting  system  for  natural  gas.  She  explained  that  the  Department  of  Public  Health  (DPH) 
is  the  largest  natural  gas  user  because  of  backup  generator  use.  Boilers,  which  are  very  inefficient,  are 
being  run  all  the  time  so  backup  can  be  provided  within  seven  seconds  should  electricity  go  down. 
Engineers  believe  that  could  be  an  area  for  large  improvement  in  energy  efficiency.  DPH 
replaced/retrofitted  their  boilers  in  2008  so  it  is  expected  the  figure  would  decrease  as  a  result.  The  PUC 
is  the  largest  natural  gas  user,  primarily  for  the  waste  water  treatment  plant.  Electricity  figures  are 
dictated  by  how  much  Hetch  Hetchy  power  the  City  is  getting. 

•  Reading  Department  Climate  Action  Plan  (CAP)  Scorecards  (Presentation  Slide  6).  Ms.  Ostrander 
reported  that  Departments  have  now  been  issuing  reports  for  two  years  and  are  now  into  their  third  year. 
Departments  update  and  submit  a  plan  every  year  and  are  scored  every  year  by  their  individual  footprint. 
She  explained  that  ninety  percent  of  MTA's  footprint  is  from  B20.  MTA  did  not  know  how  much 
gasoline  they  were  using  before  they  started  the  CAP  process.  Through  this  process  they  discovered  that 
there  was  an  error  in  double-billing  for  biodiesel  purchases.  The  key  side  benefit  to  this  system  is  having 
departments  pay  attention  to  their  bills.  The  Fire  Department  found  out  that  they  were  paying  utilities  for 
three  buildings  that  they  no  longer  own  and  got  a  huge  sum  back  from  PG&E,  and  other  departments 
have  found  discrepancies  also. 

Commissioner  Wald  inquired  whether  Ms.  Ostrander  helps  departments  see  what  changes  have 
happened  from  the  previous  reporting  year.  Ms.  Ostrander  stated  that  is  a  goal  and  described  the 
challenges  in  getting  a  department  to  look  at  their  facilities  as  a  whole.  Departments  have  appointed 
climate  liaisons  who  in  some  cases  are  high-level  staff  members,  facility  managers,  assistants  to 
directors,  etc.  These  people  have  done  a  great  job  and  will  be  given  recommendations  for  how  to  make 
reductions.  Quarterly  data  updates  will  be  provided  that  show  fluctuations  and  will  address  issues  such 
as  what  needs  to  be  repaired,  reductions  to  make,  etc.  The  scorecard  has  a  range  from  0-2.  Zero  is 
issued  if  a  department  has  done  nothing  and  has  not  provided  information  as  to  why  nothing  was  done; 
one  is  you  did  a  good  job,  thanks  for  providing  your  budget  and  the  number  of  people  that  work  for  you; 
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and  2  is  for  outstanding  work.  The  Library  system  used  their  Greenstacks  program  to  launch  an  active 
reporting-system  for  all  of  their  branches  and  now  tracks,  reports,  and  displays  information  for  each 
building. 

Commissioner  Prakash  inquired  how  data  was  input  and  expressed  his  concern  for  the  possibility  of  a 
large  margin  of  error  in  manual  reporting.  He  stated  that  there  are  software  services  available  that  would 
be  able  to  automate  the  data.  Ms.  Ostrander  reported  that  a  Request  for  Proposal(s)  would  be  issued  for 
this  service  that  would  be  led  by  Mr.  Marcus  Keller  of  the  Climate  Team.  Ms.  Ostrander  stated  that  in 
the  first  few  years,  she  had  to  locate  the  data,  identify  the  main  providers,  and  match  naming 
conventions.  There  is  no  standard  naming  convention  so  she  had  to  spend  a  year  of  manual  matching 
between  the  different  naming  conventions  and  different  major  datasets.  The  software  that  is  available 
now  has  changed  from  two  years  ago.  Now  it  is  known  where  the  datasets  are,  who  partners  are,  and  an 
RFP  will  be  published  soon  for  a  software  provider.  Ms.  Ostrander  reported  that  the  CAP  program  is 
playing  catch-up  and  is  still  a  year  behind  in  data  collection.  Commissioner  Prakash  offered  his 
assistance  on  data  collection  and  analysis.  Ms.  Ostrander  suggested  that  Commissioner  Prakash  be 
involved  in  the  RFP  process.  Commissioner  Prakash  inquired  whether  other  cities  are  working  on  a 
green  accounting  program.  Director  Nutter  stated  that  Chicago  and  New  York  City  are  working  on  a 
similar  program.  Ms.  Ostrander  reported  that  categories  that  will  be  added  include  department 
reductions  for  waste  by  material  type  and  carbon  reduction  from  trees  provided  people  can  maintain 
information  on  tree  characteristics. 

Director  Nutter  reported  that  we  are  at  a  point  where  a  lot  of  departments  are  invested  in  this  process, 
most  coordinators  are  submitting  their  plans,  and  now  where  do  we  go  from  here.  How  do  we 
incentivize  departments  to  participate  more  and  aggressively  tackle  the  areas  where  they  can  reduce  their 
carbon?  One  idea  being  discussed  is  to  request  specific  target  commitments  from  each  department  by  a 
certain  date  that  would  state  that  they  are  going  to  take  these  aggressive  measures  to  reduce  carbon 
towards  the  goal  of  reducing  our  carbon  emissions  by  20%  by  2012.  We  want  to  make  that  public 
statement  and  recognize  the  departments  who  have  said  we  are  going  to  tackle  this  action  and  continue 
to  move  aggressively  toward  reducing  our  carbon.  We  now  have  the  tools  to  do  so,  we  have  the  buy-in 
from  departments,  we  have  the  information,  and  understand  what  we  have  to  do,  and  can  continue  to 
incentivize  departments  to  participate. 

Ms.  Ostrander  reported  that  short  of  the  Police  Department  who  did  not  submit  their  plan  this  year  and 
two  other  departments,  there  is  100%  participation  at  every  meeting.  Commissioner  Prakash  discussed 
the  benefits  of  departments  competing  for  the  same  goal  and  suggested  maintaining  a  best  practices 
database  for  departments  to  share.  Ms.  Ostrander  stated  that  a  best  practices  database  would  require 
upkeep.  She  explained  that  meetings  are  held  to  educate  staff  and  share  information  and  described  the 
benefits  of  verbally  sharing  information.  Commissioner  Wald  suggested  involving  a  person  from 
another  department  who  is  invested  in  the  effort  to  work  on  the  database  in  order  to  spread  the 
responsibility.  She  reported  that  the  next  meeting  would  be  on  Green  Purchasing  and  the  SFGreen 
Products  database.  A  discussion  was  held  on  gathering  publicity  so  that  other  cities  could  be  aware  of 
what  San  Francisco  is  doing. 

Public  Comment:  Ms.  Harris  inquired  whether  departments  receive  a  boiler  plate/outline  of  information 
to  provide.  Ms.  Ostrander  reported  that  there  is  a  Department  Climate  Action  Plan  template  that 
changes  every  year  and  integrates  all  sustainability  activities  in  one  place.  Last  year  there  were  sixteen 
categories  that  were  scored  (Presentation  Slide  6)  that  include  categories  such  as  zero  waste,  green 
purchasing,  commuter  benefits  scores,  etc. 
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Commissioner  Gravanis  noted  that  the  PUC  would  be  moving  toward  producing  tertiary-treated 
wastewater  for  water  recycling,  which  is  a  lot  more  energy  intensive  than  secondary  treatment  since  it 
uses  either  ultraviolet  light  or  reverse  osmosis.  She  suggested  considering  future  expectations  for  PUC 
because  their  energy  needs  are  likely  to  increase  in  the  future  with  the  advent  of  recycled  water  plants  at 
Golden  Gate  Park  and  Treasure  Island.  Ms.  Ostrander  stated  that  would  be  reviewed.  She  stated  that 
PUC  is  a  large  user  of  natural  gas  because  of  their  waste  water  treatment  plants,  so  if  they  switch  to 
electricity  at  their  waste  water  treatment  plants  and  continue  to  have  Hetch  Hetchy  as  their  clean  power 
source,  their  program  may  go  down  in  that  scenario  because  the  treatment  process  would  be  different. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  in  terms  of  overall  projection  and  goals,  it  would  be  a  benefit  to 
think  in  the  same  terms  as  for  MUNI,  that  certain  department's  energy  needs  may  increase  or  decrease, 
and  there  are  tradeoffs  based  on  what  we  want  to  accomplish.  Ms.  Ostrander  added  that  would  be  the 
case  based  on  projected  demand  and  services,  and  that  the  carbon  footprint  is  not  the  only  perspective  to 
consider  in  a  decision.  The  Climate  Action  Plans  were  just  meant  to  fulfill  the  Ordinance  that 
specifically  asks  for  department's  carbon  footprints  and  has  been  broadened  to  include  water  usage, 
waste  reduction  and  trees. 

Commissioner  Wald  suggested  that  Ms.  Ostrander  present  on  the  department  Climate  Action  Plans  to 
the  Commission.  Ms.  Ostrander  reported  that  she  would  present  goals  that  the  Climate  team  would  like 
Departments  to  work  on  at  the  January  Commission  meeting.  Commissioner  Wald  discussed  the 
possibility  of  the  Commission  sending  letters  to  people  who  are  especially  helpful  and  leading  the  effort 
in  their  departments  to  make  this  happen.  She  inquired  what  can  be  done  in  the  public  sphere  to  help 
support  what  needs  to  be  done.  Ms.  Ostrander  stated  that  support  for  people  doing  the  work  is  needed 
because  there  is  no  financial  incentive  available.  She  reported  on  last  year's  awards  that  include  (1) 
green  and  blue  awards  to  recognize  staff  climate  liaisons;  (2)  Zero  Waste  champion  award;  and  (3)  most 
green  saved  award  across  every  category.  Supervisor  Mirkarimi  who  sponsored  the  Ordinance  attended 
to  acknowledge  departments  and  experts  from  each  area  and  presented  individual  department  awards. 
Managers  were  invited  to  see  their  staff  receive  awards.  This  type  of  recognition  will  continue. 

Ms.  Ostrander  reported  that  the  award  ceremonies  were  not  open  to  the  public  last  year,  and  asked 
Commissioners  to  let  her  know  if  they  would  like  to  be  involved  in  the  future.  Commissioner  Wald 
suggested  that  the  Commission  issue  resolutions  to  the  winners.  Ms.  Ostrander  reported  that  the  Mayor 
signed  Resolutions  last  year.  She  stated  that  she  would  come  to  the  Commission  at  the  end  of  May  next 
year  when  reports  are  reviewed.  Director  Nutter  stated  that  now  would  be  an  appropriate  time  for  the 
Commission  to  issue  thank-you  letters  to  departments  for  participating  in  the  program.  Commissioner 
Wald  suggested  that  Director  Nutter  prepare  a  letter  and  ask  Commissioners  to  sign. 

Commissioner  Wald  suggested  that  department  accomplishments  be  noticed  in  one  of  the  many 
documents  that  different  city  entities  send  to  residents,  e.g.,  utility  bill,  Department  of  the  Environment 
newsletter,  or  on  the  Department's  website.  Director  Nutter  agreed  that  it  is  important  to  publicly 
highlight  work  being  accomplished  and  to  demonstrate  that  we  as  a  city  are  leading  the  way.  That  all 
mandates  being  put  in  place  for  San  Franciscans  is  something  we  are  also  doing  ourselves. 
Commissioner  Wald  stated  that  it  is  important  that  people  understand  that  the  Department's  role  is  more 
of  a  partnership.  Ms.  Ostrander  stated  that  this  work  is  another  example  of  an  unfunded  mandate  with 
no  budget.  It  was  accomplished  through  good  will  and  creating  relationships  with  people  to  get  it  done. 
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Public  Comment:  Ms.  Harris  inquired  whether  the  department's  Climate  Action  Plans  were  available  on 
the  web.  Ms.  Ostrander  reported  that  next  year's  department  plans  would  be  online,  and  that  she  is 
happy  to  share  information.  Ms.  Harris  suggested  that  for  the  benefit  of  the  public,  the  typeface  should 
be  made  as  large  as  possible. 

6.  Review  of  Commission  on  the  Environment  Draft  Annual  Report  for  inclusion  into  the  2011  Annual 
Report  and  Efficiency  Plan  for  recommendation  to  the  Commission  on  the  Environment.  Sponsor: 
Commissioner  Wald;  Staff  Speaker:  Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary  (5  minutes)  (Explanatory 
Document:  Annual  Report  Draft  and  Annual  Report  Draft  102510)  (Informational  Report,  Discussion  and 
Action) 

Ms.  Fish  presented  an  Annual  Report  Draft  to  Policy  Committee  members  for  review  and  comment.  She 
reported  that  the  Commission  had  requested  that  future  Annual  Report  Drafts  be  reviewed  at  the  Policy 
Committee  for  recommendation  to  the  Commission.  Ms.  Fish  reported  that  Mr.  Westlund,  Outreach 
Program  Manager,  would  be  submitting  the  2010  Annual  Report  and  Efficiency  Plan  by  February  2,  201 1 
and  had  reviewed  and  approved  the  Commission's  section  of  the  Draft  Annual  Report  as  written. 
Commissioners  held  a  discussion  and  suggested  edits  to  the  Annual  Report  Draft  as  shown  in  the 
explanatory  document  titled  Annual  Report  Draft  102510. 

Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Gravanis,  second  by  Commissioner  Prakash,  the  Draft  Annual  Report  was 
recommended  for  approval  to  the  Commission  with  amendments  (AYES:  Commissioners  Wald,  Gravanis, 
and  Prakash). 

7.  Director's  Report  and  Updates.  Speaker:  Melanie  Nutter,  Director  (Informational  Report  and  Discussion) 

Department  Director  Nutter  reported  that  there  are  two  items  that  will  be  heard  at  the  Board  of  Supervisors, 
one  tomorrow  and  one  next  Tuesday.  The  first  is  an  Ordinance  championed  by  Supervisor  Mirkarimi  on 
safe  drug  disposal  that  passed  out  of  the  Public  Safety  Committee  and  will  be  before  the  full  Board  at 
tomorrow's  hearing.  Director  Nutter  reported  that  she  has  testified  on  this  Ordinance  and  spoke  to  the 
Committee  about  how  the  Department  could  support  work  on  this  issue.  The  Department  of  the 
Environment  has  been  committed  to  figuring  out  a  way  to  dispose  of  pharmaceuticals  in  a  safe  way.  The 
Ordinance  is  a  good  one,  but  there  are  questions  from  a  departmental  perspective  about  implementation  and 
enforcement.  The  Ordinance  is  written  in  a  way  that  the  burden  is  on  the  manufacturers  to  come  up  with  a 
plan  for  the  Department  of  the  Environment  to  approve  and  enforce  at  the  local  level.  There  are  similarities 
to  other  ordinances,  but  there  are  questions  about  which  manufacturers  do  business  in  San  Francisco  and 
how  to  enforce  and  let  manufacturers  know  they  are  part  of  this  Ordinance.  The  Department  is  hoping  that 
the  Ordinance  will  go  back  to  Committee  in  order  to  allow  for  time  to  work  on  implementation  and 
enforcement  solutions.  Ms.  Raphael  and  Ms.  Zarrehparvar  of  the  Toxics  Reduction  team  have  provided 
amendments  and  feedback  to  the  Ordinance,  but  there  are  still  questions.  It  is  an  excellent  program  and  idea, 
but  there  are  still  questions  to  be  answered. 

The  second  is  the  Healthy  and  Clean  Air  Transportation  Ordinance  that  came  out  of  Committee  today  which 
is  a  revision  to  Environment  Code  Chapter  4,  which  governs  how  the  city  purchases  vehicles  for  the 
municipal  fleet.  Director  Nutter  stated  that  she  had  testified  today  on  behalf  of  this  Ordinance  that  the 
Mayor's  Office  has  been  championing  for  a  number  of  years.  It  sets  a  reduction  goal  of  the  municipal  fleet 
of  20%  in  the  next  four  years.  The  Ordinance  would  allow  departments  to  purchase  ultra-low  emission  or 
zero-emission  vehicles  regardless  of  fuel  type.  The  City  will  be  able  to  purchase  the  cleanest  vehicles 
available  in  each  category  and  would  not  have  to  give  exemptions  if  an  alternative  fuel  option  were  not 
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available.  The  Ordinance  broadens  the  scope  and  options  for  departments  to  upgrade  their  vehicles.  These 
restrictions  do  not  apply  to  public  safety  vehicles  or  MUNI  buses.  Provisions  of  the  Ordinance  do  not  apply 
to  some  of  the  enterprises  agencies  such  as  PUC,  Airport,  Port  and  MTA  where  application  would  conflict 
with  controlling  law  or  interfere  with  the  discharge  of  functions  placed  under  the  direct  jurisdiction  on  these 
departments.  The  last  part  of  the  Ordinance  would  require  each  department  to  adopt  a  transit-first  policy  to 
maximize  the  use  of  public  transportation. 

Director  Nutter  reported  that  senior  staff  held  a  retreat  last  Thursday  which  turned  out  to  be  a  fun  and 
productive  day.  There  was  good  feedback  from  staff,  and  she  was  happy  with  participation.  A  survey  was 
sent  to  staff  asking  what  they  like  most  about  working  with  the  Department,  what  to  improve,  and  other 
feedback.  Sixty-percent  participation  was  received  within  a  few  days.  People  said  that  they  love  their 
coworkers,  programs  and  policies,  approach  to  change,  and  culture.  Things  to  improve  were  mostly 
operational— team  building,  cross-program  work,  accommodations  for  work  space,  more  administrative 
support  to  accommodate  growth  of  staff,  better  technology  and  solutions  for  technology,  and  training 
opportunities.  Other  retreat  activities  included  a  visioning  exercise,  a  branding  and  mission  statement  update 
exercise,  identifying  actions  for  team-building,  and  breaking  down  silos. 

Public  Comment:  Ms.  Harris  stated  that  public  outreach  is  important  particularly  to  the  Department  of  the 
Environment.  She  asked  to  be  placed  on  the  mailing  list  for  the  Department  of  the  Environment  brown  bag 
meetings  and  offered  to  provide  suggestions  for  speakers.  Director  Nutter  reported  that  she  has  hired  a  new 
assistant,  Ms.  Alejandro  Bando  that  would  be  starting  in  a  couple  of  weeks  that  would  be  in  charge  of 
brown-bag  meetings.  She  suggested  that  Ms.  Harris  send  her  ideas  for  speakers  in  the  interim. 

8.     Announcements.  (Discussion)  Commissioner  Gravanis  announced  that  Department  staff  has  launched  a 
comprehensive  project  to  overhaul  the  website,  which  she  is  involved  in.  She  asked  Committee  members 
for  their  suggestions  for  improvements  to  the  website.  Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  she  would  be 
involved  in  submitting  comments  on  the  Commission's  part  of  the  website  and  encouraging  a  two-way 
communication  stream. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  wastewater  and  water  are  not  areas  the  Commission  is  directly  dealing 
with,  but  felt  that  Commissioners  may  be  interested  in  attending  Public  Utilities  Commission  (PUC) 
meetings  on  these  issues.  She  announced  that  the  Board  of  Supervisors  Land  Use  Committee  is  having  a 
meeting  on  Monday  about  the  digesters  at  the  Southeast  Water  Plant,  which  is  a  very  important 
environmental  issue  that  she  would  like  the  Commission  to  be  involved  with  in  the  future.  The  PUC  is 
scheduled  to  have  a  meeting  on  November  1 8l  about  the  proposed  recycled  water  plant  at  Golden  Gate  Park 
which  is  controversial  and  alternative  sites  will  be  looked  at. 

Public  Comment:  Ms.  Harris  suggested  that  Commissioners  be  added  to  the  PUC  Citizens  Advisory 
Committee  mailing  list  of  meetings.  Ms.  Fish  was  asked  to  check  in  with  Commissioners  to  see  whether 
they  would  like  to  be  added  to  the  list.  Ms.  Harris  announced  that  the  PUC  also  has  a  Power  Subcommittee 
that  Commissioners  may  be  interested  in. 

8.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Discussion)  Projected  agenda  items  for  the  November  8,  2010 
meeting  topics  include  a  discussion  on  Bird  Safe  Buildings  Standards  and  Committee  review  of  Strategic 
Plan  Drafts  for  four  program  areas  (Zero  Waste,  Toxics  Reduction,  Climate,  Energy  Efficiency  and 
Renewable  Agency).  Commissioner  Wald  inquired  whether  identifying  funding  and  staffing  to  achieve 
goals  should  be  part  of  the  Strategic  Plan  discussion.  Director  Nutter  stated  that  funding  and  staffing  would 
be  related  more  to  an  actual  work  plan  and  may  be  premature  for  a  strategic  plan  discussion.  Commissioner 
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Gravanis  stated  that  previous  suggestions  made  were  that  the  Strategic  Plan  should  include  a  section  for 
prioritizing  fundraising  activities  for  items  that  funding  is  not  available  for.  Director  Nutter  explained  that 
the  prior  plans  are  in  the  process  of  being  updated  and  includes  items  that  funding  is  or  will  be  available  for. 
She  is  encouraging  staff  to  fit  in  a  larger  vision  of  what  they  would  like  to  achieve  within  the  program  in  the 
future.  Commissioner  Wald  inquired  about  who  is  working  on  things  that  people  are  not  working  on  now 
and  might  be,  and  when  could  that  be  integrated  into  the  Strategic  Plan.  Director  Nutter  stated  that  she 
would  consider  how  to  work  that  topic  in.  She  reported  that  discussions  and  ideas  discussed  at  the  senior 
staff  retreat  could  be  worked  into  the  strategic  plan.  Director  Nutter  reported  that  her  plans  include  writing 
a  strategic  plan  for  department-wide  goals  in  order  to  find  as  many  common  threads  as  possible  among 
departments;  to  set  department-wide  plans,  goals  and  actions;  and  break  down  silos  in  order  to  integrate 
more  programs. 

A  discussion  was  held  about  rescheduling  the  November  23,  2010  Commission  meeting  to  either  November 
30  or  December  7  because  of  the  Thanksgiving  holiday.  Commissioners  discussed  the  Bylaws  requirement 
to  hold  nominations  for  Commission  officers  in  November  and  how  that  would  not  be  possible  if  the 
November  meeting  was  rescheduled  to  December.  Commissioner  Wald  stated  that  she  would  be  proposing  a 
Bylaws  amendment  to  change  the  requirement  to  hold  nominations  at  the  last  Commission  meeting  of  the 
calendar  year. 

Committee  members  agreed  to  provide  Ms.  Fish  with  their  input  for  changes  to  the  Outreach  Survey  list  of 
environmental  organizations  by  December.  This  item  would  not  be  added  to  the  agenda.  Ms.  Fish  and 
Commissioner  Gravanis  provided  background  on  this  topic.  A  discussion  was  held  on  the  importance  of 
identifying  an  appropriate  contact  at  the  organization  to  send  the  survey  to  and  the  possibility  of  enlisting 
EnvironmentNow  program  staff  to  assist  in  this  effort. 

Commissioner  Prakash  suggested  a  presentation  at  the  Policy  Committee  by  two  companies,  one  doing 
interesting  work  on  home  performance  and  energy  retrofits  and  a  company  who  has  changed  the  law  in 
California  about  car-sharing  that  would  allow  anyone  to  share  their  car  without  insurance  ramifications.  It 
is  a  San  Francisco  model  on  how  to  lead  an  effective  car-share  program.  Ms.  Fish  provided  information  on 
the  procedure  for  adding  agenda  items  to  Committee  meetings.  Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  it  is 
important  to  prioritize  agenda  items  so  that  input  that  is  useful  to  help  direct  policy  takes  precedence. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  inquired  about  when  the  issue  of  banning  the  sale  of  single-serve  water  bottles  on 
City  property  and  City  events  would  be  heard.  She  reported  on  communications  received  on  this  topic. 
Director  Nutter  stated  that  this  item  can  be  tentatively  scheduled  for  the  December  or  January  Policy 
Committee  meeting.  Additional  future  agenda  items  discussed  included  an  (1)  update  on  the  cell  phone 
ordinance  (2)  the  landfill  contract  that  may  be  heard  at  the  Board  of  Supervisors  in  November;  (3) 
Commissioner  Wald  suggested  a  continued  discussion  on  whether  San  Francisco  can  start  moving  into  a 
system  of  having  a  different  or  lower  rate  for  people  who  do  not  have  items  to  send  to  landfill. 
Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  this  discussion  should  take  place  well  ahead  of  the  refuse  rate  process. 

9.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  were  no  members  of  the  public  present  at 
this  time. 

10.  Adjournment.  The  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  meeting  adjourned  at  7:00  p.m. 
Respectfully  submitted  by  Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 
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TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1)  the  Commission's  office,  11  Grove  Street,  San 
Francisco,  California  between  the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Committee  meeting  website 
https://sites.google.eom/a/sfenvironment.org/commission/policy-committee  with  each  agenda  or  meeting 
minutes,  or  (3)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone  number  415-355-3709  or  via  e- 
mail  at  Monica.Fish@sfgov.org. 

The  next  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  meeting  is  scheduled  for  Monday,  November  8, 
2010  at  5:00  p.m.  in  Room  421,  City  Hall. 


Approved:  November  8,  2010 
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COMMITTEE  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Johanna  Wald  (Chair),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice-Chair),  Rahul  Prakash 

ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 
Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Committee  takes  action  on  any  item. 

1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call. 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  October  25,  2010  Policy  Committee  Regular  Meeting.  (Explanatory 
Document:  October  25,  2010  Draft  Minutes)  (Discussion  and  Action) 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda. 

4.  Overview  and  Recommendation  of  Adoption  of  "Standards  for  Bird-Safe  Buildings"  Document. 
(Continued  from  the  October  25,  2010  Meeting)  Sponsor:  Commissioner  Ruth  Gravanis;  Speakers: 
Mark  Palmer,  Municipal  Green  Building  Coordinator,  Department  of  the  Environment  (5  minutes)  and 
AnMarie  Rodgers,  Manager  of  Legislative  Affairs,  San  Francisco  Planning  Department  (15  minutes) 
(Explanatory  Document:  Standards  for  Bird-Safe  Buildings)  (Informational  Report  and  Possible  Action) 

5.  Draft  Strategic  Plans  Presentation  on  the  Climate,  Energy  Efficiency,  and  Renewable  Energy 
Programs  and  Commissioner  Feedback.  Sponsors:  Director  Melanie  Nutter  and  Commissioner 
Johanna  Wald;  Speakers:  Cal  Broomhead,  Energy  and  Climate  Program  Manager;  Calla  Ostrander, 
Climate  Action  Coordinator;  Ann  Kelly,  Energy  Efficiency  Program  Manager;  Danielle  Murray, 
Renewable  Energy  Program  Manager  (Total  Presentation  Time — 1  hour)  (Discussion) 

6.  Director's  Report  and  Updates.  Speaker:  Melanie  Nutter,  Director  (Informational  Report  and 
Discussion) 

7.  Announcements.  (Discussion) 

8.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Discussion) 

9.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda. 

10.  Adjournment. 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary,  TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

The  next  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  meeting  is  scheduled  for  Monday,  December  14,  2010  at  5:00 
p.m.  in  Room  421,  City  Hall. 

Department  of  the  Environment,  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
1 1  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Telephone:  (41 5)  355-3700  •  Fax:  (415)  554-6393 

Email:  environment@sfgov.org  •  www.sfenvironment.org  100%  Post-Consumer  Recycled  Paper 


**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1)  the  Commission's  office,  1 1  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  California  between 
the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Policy  Committee's  website  https://sit.es. google. com/a/sfenvironment. org/commission/policv- 
committee  ,  or  (3)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary  at  telephone  number  415-355-3709,  or  via  e-mail  at 
Monica.  Fish@sfgov.org  within  three  business  days  of  a  meeting.  If  any  materials  related  to  an  item  on  this  agenda  have  been 
distributed  to  the  Commission  Policy  Committee  after  distribution  of  the  agenda  packet,  those  materials  are  available  for  public 
inspection  at  the  Department  of  the  Environment,  1 1  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  941 02  during  normal  office  hours  or  will  be  made 
available  at  the  Policy  Committee  meeting  website  link  https://sites.gooqle.eom/a/sfenvironment.org/commission/policy-committee  as 
links  included  with  the  agenda  or  meeting  minutes. 

Important  Information 

The  ringing  of  and  use  of  cell  phones,  pagers  and  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices  are  prohibited  at  this  meeting.  Please  be 
advised  that  the  Chair  may  order  the  removal  from  the  meeting  room  of  any  person(s)  responsible  for  the  ringing  or  use  of  a  cell  phone, 
pager,  or  other  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices. 

NOTE:  Persons  unable  to  attend  the  meeting  may  submit  to  the  Committee,  by  the  time  the  proceedings  begin,  written  comments 
regarding  the  agenda  items  above.  These  comments  will  be  made  a  part  of  the  official  public  record  and  shall  be  brought  to  the 
attention  of  the  Committee  members.  Any  written  comments  should  be  sent  to:  Commission  Secretary  of  the  Environment,  11  Grove 
Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102  or  by  email  at  Monica. Fish@sfgov. org  by  5:00  p.m.  on  the  day  prior  to  the  hearing.  Comments  which 
cannot  be  delivered  to  the  Commission  Secretary  by  that  time  may  be  taken  directly  to  the  hearing  at  the  location  above.  When  bringing 
handouts  to  meetings,  please  photocopy  on  both  sides  of  the  paper  and  try  to  use  post-consumer  recycled  or  tree-free  paper.  Also, 
please  bring  sufficient  copies  of  handouts  for  the  Committee,  the  Commission  Secretary  and  the  public. 

Public  Comment 

At  this  time,  members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  items  of  interest  that  are  within  the  subject  matter  jurisdiction  of  the 
Committee  but  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  Public  comment  will  be  taken  following  each  agendized  item.  Each  member  of  the  public 
may  address  the  Committee  for  up  to  three  minutes,  unless  otherwise  announced  by  the  Chair.  If  it  is  demonstrated  that  the  comments 
by  the  public  will  exceed  15  minutes,  the  Chair  may  continue  Public  Comment  to  another  time  during  the  meeting. 

The  Brown  Act  forbids  the  Committee  from  taking  action  or  discussing  any  item  or  issue  not  appearing  on  the  posted  agenda.  This  rule 
applies  to  issues  raised  in  public  comment  as  well.   In  response  to  public  comment,  not  on  an  agendized  item,  the  Committee  is  limited 

to: 

1.  Briefly  responding  to  statements  made  or  questions  posed  by  members  of  the  public,  or 

2.  Request  staff  to  report  back  on  a  matter  at  a  subsequent  meeting,  or 

3.  Directing  staff  to  place  the  item  or  issue  on  a  future  agenda  (Government  Code  Section  54954.2(a).) 

Disability  Access 

The  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  Meeting  will  be  held  at  City  Hall,  Room  421,  One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place, 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102,  in  the  Civic  Center  area.  The  meeting  room  is  wheelchair  accessible.  The  closest  accessible  BART  station 
is  the  Civic  Center  Station  at  United  Nations  Plaza  and  Market  Street.  Accessible  MUNI  lines  serving  this  location  are:  #71 
Haight/Noriega  and  the  F  Line  to  Market  and  Van  Ness  and  the  Metro  Stations  at  Van  Ness  and  Market  and  at  Civic  Center.  For 
information  about  MUNI  accessible  services  call  (415)  923-6142.  There  is  accessible  curbside  parking  adjacent  to  City  Hall  on  Grove 
Street  and  Van  Ness  Avenue  and  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Veterans  Building  at  401  Van  Ness  Avenue  adjacent  to  Davies  Hall  and  the  War 
Memorial  Complex. 

The  following  services  are  available  on  request  48  hours  prior  to  the  meeting;  except  for  Monday  meetings,  for  which  the  deadline  shall 
be  4:00  p.m.  of  the  last  business  day  of  the  preceding  week:  For  American  sign  language  interpreters  or  the  use  of  a  reader  during  a 
meeting,  a  sound  enhancement  system,  and/or  alternative  formats  of  the  agenda  and  minutes,  please  contact  Monica  Fish  at  (415) 
355-3709*  to  make  arrangements  for  the  accommodation.  Late  requests  will  be  honored,  if  possible. 

In  order  to  assist  the  City's  efforts  to  accommodate  persons  with  severe  allergies,  environmental  illnesses,  multiple  chemical  sensitivity 
or  related  disabilities,  attendees  at  public  meetings  are  reminded  that  other  attendees  may  be  sensitive  to  various  chemical  based 
products.  Please  help  the  City  accommodate  these  individuals.  Individuals  with  chemical  sensitivity  or  related  disabilities  should  call 
the  Mayor's  Office  on  Disability  at  (415)  554-6789  or  (415)  554-6799  (TTY)  for  further  information. 

Know  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance 
(Chapter  67  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code) 
Government's  duty  is  to  serve  the  public,  reaching  its  decisions  in  full  view  of  the  public.  Commissions,  boards,  councils,  and  other 
agencies  of  the  City  and  County  exist  to  conduct  the  people's  business.  This  ordinance  assures  that  deliberations  are  conducted 
before  the  people  and  that  City  operations  are  open  to  the  people's  review.  For  more  information  on  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine 
Ordinance  or  to  report  a  violation  of  the  ordinance,  contact  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  Task  Force,  Sunshine  Task  Force  Administrator, 
City  Hall,  Room  409,  1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102-4683  at  Phone  No.:  (415)  554-7724;  Fax  No.:  (415) 
554-7854;  E-mail:  sotf@sfqov.org.  Copies  of  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  can  be  obtained  from  the  Clerk  of  the  Sunshine  Task  Force,  the 
San  Francisco  Public  Library  and  on  the  City's  website  at  www.sfqov.org. 

Lobbyist  Registration  and  Reporting  Requirements 
Individuals  and  entities  that  influence  or  attempt  to  influence  local  legislative  or  administrative  action  may  be  required  by  the  San 
Francisco  Lobbyist  Ordinance  [SF  Campaign  &  Governmental  Conduct  Code  §2.100,  et.  seq]  to  register  and  report  lobbying  activity. 
For  more  information  about  the  Lobbyist  Ordinance,  please  contact  the  Ethics  Commission  at:  25  Van  Ness  Avenue,  Second  Floor,  San 
Francisco,  CA  94102;  telephone  (415)  252-3100,  fax  (415)  252-3112;  web  site  at  www.sfgov.org/ethics. 
Posted:  November  2,  2010 
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COMMITTEE  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Johanna  Wald  (Chair),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice-Chair),  Rahul 


1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call.  The  Policy  Committee  meeting  convened  at  5:08  p.m.  Present: 
Commissioners  Wald  and  Gravanis;  Excused:  Commissioner  Prakash. 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  October  25,  2010  Policy  Committee  Regular  Meeting.  (Explanatory 
Document:  October  25,  2010  Draft  and  Approved  Minutes)  (Discussion  and  Action)  Upon  Motion  by 
Commissioner  Gravanis,  second  by  Commissioner  Wald,  the  October  25,  2010  Meeting  Minutes  were 
approved  without  objection.  (AYES:  Commissioners  Wald  and  Gravanis;  Absent:  Commissioner 
Prakash.) 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  Ms.  Lurilla  Harris  reported  on  her  background 
as  an  English  teacher  and  explained  that  the  word  "data"  is  plural  and  should  be  used  with  "were"  and 
not  "was."  She  explained  that  the  proper  singular  usage  is  "datum."  Ms.  Harris  did  not  suggest  an 
amendment  to  the  October  25,  2010  Draft  Minutes. 

4.  Overview  and  Recommendation  of  Adoption  of  "Standards  for  Bird-Safe  Buildings"  Document. 

(Continued  from  the  October  25,  2010  Meeting)  Sponsor:  Commissioner  Ruth  Gravanis;  Speakers: 
Mark  Palmer,  Municipal  Green  Building  Coordinator,  Department  of  the  Environment  and  AnMarie 
Rodgers,  Manager  of  Legislative  Affairs,  San  Francisco  Planning  Department  (Explanatory  Document: 
Standards  for  Bird-Safe  Buildings  and  Presentation  to  Policy  Committee)  (Informational  Report  and 
Possible  Action) 
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Commissioner  Gravanis  and  Mr.  Palmer  reported  that  Ms.  Noreen  Weeden  of  Golden  Gate  Audubon 
Society  had  presented  on  this  topic  at  previous  Policy  Committee  meetings,  and  the  Committee  had 
been  awaiting  completion  of  work  by  the  Planning  Department  on  standards  before  continued 
discussion  was  scheduled.  Mr.  Palmer  explained  that  annually  over  a  billion  birds  are  potentially  at  risk 
in  the  United  States,  and  that  this  problem  is  foreseeable  and  preventable.  The  discussion  today  will 
address  potential  solutions. 

Ms.  Rodgers  stated  that  the  topic  of  how  wild  birds  relate  to  the  built  environment  has  been  getting 
more  attention  locally  and  nationally.  Here  in  San  Francisco  there  has  been  a  review  of  specific 
buildings,  e.g.,  the  Planning  Commission  review  of  555  Washington  Street  and  the  Port  Commission 
review  of  the  Exploratorium.  Part  of  the  reason  the  Board  of  Supervisors  denied  the  Environmental 
Impact  Report  (EIR)  for  555  Washington  Street  was  because  public  comment  was  received  that  these 
buildings  might  potentially  be  injurious  to  birds.  The  Port  Commission  required  bird-safe  treatment  of  all 
the  glass  in  the  Exploratorium  observatory  as  a  result  of  public  concern.  From  research  and  review  of 
the  literature,  the  Planning  Department  is  convinced  it  is  a  real  issue  and  feels  that  reasonable 
standards  can  be  developed  to  address  the  problem  without  being  either  prohibitively  expensive  or 
putting  a  stop  to  development.  The  Planning  Commission  has  held  a  few  hearings  on  this  item  with 
testimony  received  from  Ms.  Noreen  Weeden  of  the  Golden  Gate  Audubon  Society  and  Ms.  Christine 
Sheppard  of  the  American  Bird  Conservancy  based  in  the  East  Coast.  The  Planning  Commission 
asked  staff  to  see  what  could  be  done. 

Ms.  Rodgers  presented  a  summary  of  the  Standards  for  Bird-Safe  Buildings  Draft  document.  The 
document  includes  recommendations  of  how  national  research  could  be  applied  locally  and 
summarizes  proven  successful  remedies  such  as  window  treatments,  lighting  design,  and  lighting 
operation.  The  draft  proposal  presents  a  three  pronged-approach  to  the  problem  (Presentation  Slide  2) 
(1)  establishment  of  requirements  for  the  most  hazardous  conditions;  (2)  use  of  an  educational 
checklist  to  educate  project  sponsors  and  their  future  tenants  on  potential  hazards;  and  (3)  creation  and 
expansion  of  voluntary  programs  to  encourage  more  bird-safe  practices  including  acknowledging  those 
who  pursue  certification  through  a  proposed  new  program  for  "bird-safe  building"  recognition. 

I.     Requirements  (Slides  4-11). 

•  The  draft  proposal  places  controls  on  buildings  in  three  circumstances  (Slide  4).  A  description  was 
given  on  the  types  of  bird  traps  such  as  clear  building  corners,  clear  glass  passageways,  and  glass 
windbreaks  on  the  top  of  buildings.  Under  the  proposal,  bird  traps  and  facades  facing  the  open 
space  or  water  would  require  bird-safe  treatment.  Potential  treatments  were  described  (Slides  5- 
10). 

•  Wind  generation  and  lighting  (Slide  11).  In  areas  determined  to  be  high-risk  for  birds  next  to  parks 
and  water,  the  proposal  would  also  seek  to  minimize  lighting  and  use  wind-generators  that  feature 
vertical  access  blades. 

•  Summary  of  Requirements:  To  decrease  the  amount  of  untreated  glass  near  the  high-risk  areas 
and  to  treat  100%  of  the  bird-traps. 

II.  Educational  Guidelines  (Slide  12). 

•  Outside  of  these  requirements,  the  draft  proposal  would  primarily  be  advisory  and  educational.  On 
pages  32-33  of  the  proposal  is  a  bird-safe  building  checklist  for  project  sponsors  to  help 
understand  the  features  of  their  projects  and  building  owners  to  consent  to  provide  future 
occupants  with  information  on  how  to  keep  buildings  bird-safe. 

III.  Voluntary  Programs  (Slide  13). 

•  Bird  Safe  Certification.  The  draft  proposal  would  create  a  voluntary  three-tier  rating  system  for 
project  sponsors  who  wish  to  certify  their  buildings  as  bird-safe. 

•  Lights-Out  San  Francisco.  Building  owners  to  commit  to  "Lights-Out"  practices  during  migratory 
periods. 
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NOTE:  The  Presentation  slide  notes  reflect  the  detailed  discussion  of  the  Standards  for  Bird  Safe 
Buildings  document. 

Ms.  Rodgers  reported  that  the  Planning  Commission  has  asked  staff  to  look  into  these  ideas,  all  three  of 
the  proposals:  requirements,  voluntary  standards  and  guidelines.  Public  comment  is  now  being  accepted 
through  the  end  of  the  year,  and  staff  will  be  working  on  revising  the  potential  controls.  She  asked  if  the 
Commission  on  the  Environment  or  its  constituents  would  be  interested  in  reviewing  the  document  in 
detail  and  providing  feedback.  She  explained  that  staff  has  surveyed  over  thirty  years  of  research  to 
identify  ideas.  There  has  not  been  much  research  locally,  but  a  lot  of  research  has  been  done  on  the 
East  Coast  (Manhattan,  Chicago,  and  Toronto)  that  currently  have  requirements  in  place.  These  controls 
were  based  on  looking  at  all  the  research  and  can  be  found  at  the  Planning  Department's  website.  The 
study  primarily  used  was  a  study  looking  at  ten  years  worth  of  bird-building  collisions  in  Manhattan  and 
identified  the  buildings  that  were  most  hazardous.  It  seemed  reliable  and  most  comparable  to  the  dense 
environment  of  San  Francisco. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  inquired  about  monitoring.  Ms.  Rodgers  stated  that  department  staff  had 
previously  considered  requiring  monitoring  of  buildings,  but  the  City  Attorney  provided  advice  that 
building  owners  could  not  be  required  to  accept  liability  of  having  people  on  their  property  that  might 
injure  themselves.  It  can  be  encouraged  as  a  voluntary  program.  Commissioner  Gravanis  commended 
the  work  accomplished  on  this  project  and  stated  that  she  hopes  that  it  can  be  approved  in  time  for 
development  at  Treasure  Island,  Park  Merced,  and  other  major  projects  that  are  starting.  She  asked  what 
the  Commission,  Commission  Committee,  or  Commissioners  can  do  to  help  make  sure  the  proposal 
does  not  get  watered  down.  Ms.  Rodgers  reported  that  the  draft  document  was  released  in  October  and 
public  comment  is  being  accepted  until  the  end  of  the  year.  Staff  would  like  to  come  back  to  the  Planning 
Commission  in  early  201 1  for  potential  adoption.  The  most  important  thing  that  has  happened  is  the 
publicity  received  in  San  Francisco.  There  is  a  substantially  higher  risk  to  birds  now  because  of  the  way 
architecture  and  development  is  changing  consuming  all  of  the  open  space  and  current  development  with 
glass  facades.  The  main  thing  that  the  Commission  can  do  to  support  this  effort  is  to  talk  about  the  issue 
and  encourage  participation. 

Director  Nutter  reported  that  the  document  is  interesting  and  a  thorough  job  was  done.  She  inquired 
whether  there  are  studies  available  about  the  economic  impact  to  developers  and  some  of  the  mitigations 
that  would  be  required.  Ms.  Rodgers  explained  that  since  there  are  a  range  of  treatments,  there  are  a 
range  of  potential  cost  implications  to  developers.  The  film  is  inexpensive;  the  UV  glass  is  probably 
expensive  and  has  not  been  built  in  the  United  States  yet.  The  manufacturer  is  a  German  manufacturer. 
A  recent  article  in  the  New  York  Times  said  that  the  ultraviolet  glass  is  50%  more  expensive  than 
standard  glass,  but  about  equivalent  to  energy-efficient  glass,  which  is  what  most  commercial  and  high- 
rise  buildings  are  using.  Commissioner  Wald  inquired  whether  energy-efficient,  ultraviolet  windows  are 
available.  Ms.  Rodgers  reported  that  UV  works  by  two-pane  windows  and  has  a  material  between  that 
which  is  visible  to  the  birds  and  creates  that  pattern.  One  of  the  potential  conflicts  with  city  planning  is 
that  current  policy  encourages  transparency,  especially  in  the  ground  floor,  so  that  the  buildings  provide 
interest  to  pedestrians.  This  UV  glass  does  maintain  that  transparency.  Outreach  has  been  done  with 
the  American  Institute  of  Architects  (AIA),  but  more  research  is  required  on  the  economic  impact.  From 
the  preliminary  draft  work,  projected  revisions  would  be  to  include  the  amount  of  facade  that  needs  to  be 
treated  to  be  bird-safe. 

Commissioner  Wald  commended  the  work  on  this  project.  She  stated  that  she  is  interested  in  monitoring 
as  a  way  to  explore  ways  to  measure  the  success  of  both  the  required  treatments  and  the  voluntary 
efforts  so  that  decisions  could  be  made  on  whether  changes  should  be  made  to  the  standards.  Figuring 
out  how  to  track  the  results  would  be  extremely  useful.  Ms.  Rodgers  reported  that  large-scale  monitoring 
has  not  been  done  in  San  Francisco,  and  that  Ms.  Weeden  of  the  Golden  Gate  Audubon  Society  could 
report  on  monitoring  that  has  been  attempted.  She  explained  that  monitoring  is  quite  rigorous  because  of 
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the  hours  required  walking  in  San  Francisco  in  an  urban  setting  and  counting  bird  casualties  is  not 
something  that  people  want  to  do.  Commissioner  Gravanis  inquired  about  what  was  done  in  Toronto. 
Ms.  Rodgers  reported  that  Toronto  and  Seattle  had  a  rigorous  monitoring  program  of  volunteers. 
Commissioner  Wald  suggested  starting  with  small  areas  of  the  city.  Director  Nutter  inquired  whether  the 
Animal  Welfare  and  Control  Department  could  assist  in  the  effort.  Ms.  Rodgers  reported  that  only 
volunteers  have  been  discussed  at  this  point.  A  discussion  was  held  about  how  the  current  budget  could 
influence  involvement  by  other  departments. 

Mr.  Palmer  reported  that  large  expansive  glass  is  a  very  desirable  aesthetic  to  architects  and  building 
owners,  but  there  is  a  trade-off  with  energy-efficiency.  He  stated  that  even  high-performance  glass  is  not 
the  best  insulator.  As  you  increase  the  amount  of  glass  you  use,  you  decrease  energy-efficiency  and 
increase  the  hazard  to  birds.  It  does  coincide  with  efforts  to  make  buildings  more  energy-efficient  by 
decreasing  the  amount  of  glass  designed  into  buildings.  Commissioner  Wald  suggested  that  the  City  can 
work  on  making  architects  understand  that  fundamental  fact  by  holding  a  conference  to  talk  about  bird- 
safe  and  energy-safe  standards.  Mr.  Palmer  stated  that  Ms.  Rodgers'  outreach  to  AIA  is  important 
because  they  can  be  a  good  carrier  of  these  messages  through  their  educational  forums.  Director  Nutter 
stated  that  some  of  the  existing  green  building  conferences  could  hold  a  workshop.  Ms.  Rodgers  stated 
that  staff  is  hopeful  that  the  Department  of  the  Environment  could  help  with  some  outreach  and  education 
but  knows  that  the  current  economy  may  prevent  that.  She  discussed  the  importance  of  education  and 
outreach  with  this  type  of  issue. 

Mr.  Broomhead  stated  that  bird-safe  glazing  seems  to  be  the  right  approach.  Commissioner  Wald  stated 
that  many  people  have  walked  into  plate-glass  walls.  Ms.  Rodgers  stated  that  Ms.  Sheppard  from  the 
American  Bird  Conservancy  reported  that  people  cannot  see  glass,  but  know  how  to  read  the 
architectural  detail  around  glass  to  understand  there  is  a  window  there.  The  difference  is  that  people  run 
into  the  glass  at  less  than  5  miles  an  hour  and  birds  run  into  it  at  30  miles  an  hour.  Mr.  Palmer  stated  that 
there  are  differences  between  the  way  birds  and  humans  visually  perceive  things,  so  there  is  a  lot  of 
science  that  needs  to  be  worked  on.   Mr.  Broomhead  reported  on  a  recent  bird  collision  on  a  glass 
window  that  contained  silhouettes.  Ms.  Rodgers  stated  there  has  been  testing  on  what  makes  glass  safe, 
but  it  is  not  known  what  the  risk  reduction  is  by  not  treating  100%  of  the  glass,  which  is  something  that 
may  not  be  feasible  in  San  Francisco  because  of  unavailable  technology.  The  research  says  that  you 
need  something  smaller  than  the  size  of  a  hand  in  order  to  prevent  collisions,  so  decals  would  only  work 
if  there  is  space  closer  than  the  size  of  a  hand. 

Director  Nutter  suggested  contacting  architectural  and  planning  students  to  work  on  categorizing  the 
most  high-risk  buildings  instead  of  representing  the  activity  as  simply  looking  for  bird  casualties.  Ms. 
Rodgers  explained  that  there  has  been  no  funding  assigned  to  this  project  and  has  been  added  to  her 
regular  activities.  She  is  working  with  an  intern  on  GIS  tracking  to  identify  where  the  large  parks  are  that 
are  over  an  acre  in  size  that  would  trigger  these  requirements,  but  beyond  that  there  is  not  enough  time 
to  invest  in  this  effort.  She  has  conducted  outreach  to  universities  working  in  biological  studies,  the 
Academy  of  Sciences,  and  Randall  Museum,  but  has  not  received  interest  from  volunteers.  She  asked 
for  help  in  finding  connections  to  round  up  volunteers.  Commissioner  Gravanis  suggested  that  the 
Golden  Gate  Audubon  Society  add  a  request  in  its  bird  lists  asking  if  people  would  be  willing  to  serve  as 
volunteers. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  suggested  that  the  Committee  propose  a  Resolution  of  support  for  the 
Standards  for  Bird  Safe  Buildings  document  for  the  Commission  to  consider  at  the  December  7  meeting. 
The  Resolution  could  (1)  encourage  incorporating  some  kind  of  monitoring  in  order  to  measure  the 
effectiveness  of  the  program  and  determine  whether  the  requirements  are  stringent  enough,  or  if  the 
voluntary  methods  are  working  well  enough;  (2)  encourage  that  the  standards  not  be  weakened;  and  (3) 
suggest  a  focus  on  the  lower  areas  where  the  canopy  can  be  reflected.  Commissioner  Wald  inquired 
whether  a  representative  from  the  AIA  could  be  contacted  to  attend  the  Commission  meeting  to  support 
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this  effort.  Ms.  Rodgers  stated  that  she  would  provide  Commission  Secretary  Fish  with  a  list  of 
architects,  developers,  large  builder  owners,  and  interested  parties  to  send  a  notice  of  meeting  to. 

Public  Comment:  Ms.  Lurilla  Harris  stated  that  birds  respond  to  movement  and  suggested  some  type  of 
glass  that  reflects  movement,  a  motion  sensor.  She  inquired  whether  universities  and  colleges  that  have 
an  interest  in  birds  could  be  contacted  for  volunteer  efforts.  Commissioner  Wald  stated  that  educational 
institutions  have  been  contacted,  but  interest  has  not  been  expressed  as  of  yet. 

5.  Draft  Strategic  Plans  Presentation  on  the  Climate,  Energy  Efficiency,  and  Renewable  Energy 
Programs  and  Commissioner  Feedback.  Sponsors:  Director  Melanie  Nutter  and  Commissioner 
Johanna  Wald;  Speakers:  Cal  Broomhead,  Energy  and  Climate  Program  Manager;  Calla  Ostrander, 
Climate  Action  Coordinator;  Ann  Kelly,  Energy  Efficiency  Program  Manager;  Danielle  Murray, 
Renewable  Energy  Program  Manager  (Explanatory  Documents:  Climate,  Energy  Efficiency  and 
Renewable  Energy  Draft  Strategic  Plans)  (Discussion) 

Director  Nutter  reported  that  the  entire  department  is  embarking  upon  a  Strategic  Planning  process. 
Every  program  area  is  putting  together  a  draft  Strategic  Plan  with  a  high-level  vision  of  why  the  program 
exists,  program  goals,  and  specific  actions  to  implement  to  achieve  goals.  In  response  to 
Commissioner's  request  to  be  part  of  the  process,  Director  Nutter  invited  staff,  Mr.  Broomhead,  Ms. 
Ostrander  and  Ms.  Murray,  who  have  presented  on  their  draft  plans  to  senior  staff,  to  present  their 
plans  to  Committee  members  today.  Commissioner  Wald  reported  that  the  Commission  has  not  been 
very  involved  in  the  strategic  planning  of  the  Department  until  now  and  have  talked  about  being  more 
involved  in  order  to  assist  in  the  effort. 

Mr.  Broomhead  distributed  amended  versions  of  the  Energy  Strategic  Plan  2011-2013  and  Climate 
Strategic  Plan  201 1-2013  Drafts.  He  reported  that  a  discussion  would  be  held  first  on  climate  and  then 
efficiency  and  renewable  energy  as  two  of  the  components  of  the  path.  Transportation  would  be 
another  element  of  what  needs  to  happen  that  would  be  discussed  at  a  future  date. 

Mr.  Broomhead  reported  that  the  Department  started  on  this  climate  effort  by  hiring  a  staff  person  about 
four  years  ago  to  work  on  a  field  that  has  been  expanding  very  quickly  with  so  many  different 
approaches  to  choose  from  to  address  solutions  to  problems.  There  are  so  many  different  protocols 
and  software  available,  different  registries  with  different  standards,  and  the  state  and  federal 
governments  and  everyone  have  a  different  view  about  what  they  want  to  incorporate.  Mr.  Broomhead 
commended  Ms.  Ostrander  for  her  part  in  determining  the  best  direction  to  head  in.  He  explained  that 
the  vision  is  beginning  to  change  from  just  counting  on  greenhouse  gas  emissions  such  as  electricity, 
natural  gas,  and  vehicle  fuels  to  shifting  to  the  throughput,  which  is  a  huge  part  of  the  footprint,  e.g. 
commodity  production.  The  problem  is  that  San  Francisco  does  not  have  industrial  capacity  and  has  to 
outsource  which  plays  a  part  in  accountability. 

Ms.  Ostrander  discussed  the  Climate  Action  Program  Strategic  Plan  201 1-13  Draft  (see  explanatory 
document).  She  reported  that  the  first  paragraph  describes  the  background,  the  national  policy,  and 
the  context  for  community-wide  greenhouse  gas  goals.  The  second  paragraph  describes  the  current 
progress  made  toward  achieving  our  greenhouse  gas  reductions.  We  have  achieved  a  seven  percent 
reduction  below  the  1990  level,  which  is  good,  and  we  have  thirteen  percent  to  go.  The  third  paragraph 
looks  at  that  thirteen  percent  where  we  are  expecting  to  get  reductions  and  identifying  the  gaps  where 
more  policy  is  needed.  Three  areas  that  are  highlighted  (transportation,  natural  gas  consumption,  and 
increased  local  renewable  power  production  and  procurement)  reflect  where  the  focus  has  to  be 
expanded  in  order  to  meet  those  greenhouse  gas  reduction  goals.  The  final  paragraph  is  always 
changing  and  is  the  policy  role  that  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  plays  in  our  societal  context. 
It  is  the  vision  statement  of  how  we  deliver  policy  to  the  community.  Director  Nutter  reported  that  the 
format  Ms.  Ostrander  is  presenting  is  being  used  for  all  of  the  plans,  e.g.,  to  lay  out  the  national 
perspective,  where  we  are  today,  what  we  still  need  to  do,  and  the  City's  role. 
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Ms.  Ostrander  reported  on  the  objectives  and  actions  for  each  of  the  two  goals  in  the  Strategic  Plan 
(see  explanatory  document  for  a  detailed  list  of  goals,  objectives,  and  actions).  The  two  goals 
discussed  included: 

1.  Goal  1.  To  reduce  San  Francisco's  contribution  to  climate  change  to  80  percent  below  1990  levels 
by  2050.  The  goals  do  not  address  all  the  benchmarks  along  the  way  which  is  a  20%  by  2012;  25% 
by  2017,  goals  for  2025,  2030,  and  2050  goals.  Those  goals  will  be  conducted  in  the  update  of  the 
Communitywide  Climate  Plan.  Each  goal  in  the  Strategic  Plan  contains  a  set  of  objectives  and 
each  set  of  objectives  contains  actions. 

Objective  A  of  the  first  goal  is  to  calculate  and  certify  San  Francisco's  Municipal  greenhouse  gas 
emissions,  track  and  publicize  results.  One  of  the  actions  to  achieve  this  goal  is  to  implement 
departmental  Climate  Action  Plans,  which  the  Policy  Committee  heard  a  presentation  on  at  the 
October  25,  2010  meeting.  Ms.  Ostrander  stated  that  one  of  the  strategies  that  would  be  included 
is  the  Committee's  suggestion  of  writing  a  letter  to  departments  thanking  them  for  their  work  in  this 
effort.  The  other  action  was  to  create  an  operational  framework  to  support  regular  data  reporting 
through  a  third-party  vendor.  Right  now  it  takes  two  and  a  half  people  full  time  to  do  data  uploading 
which  is  unsustainable. 

Objective  B  is  to  calculate  and  certify  San  Francisco's  community  greenhouse  gas  emissions,  track 
and  publicize  results,  which  is  the  same  as  Objective  A  except  that  it  is  at  the  community-wide  level. 
This  includes  updating  the  Community-wide  Climate  Action  Plan.  Traditionally,  using  the  Kyoto 
protocol,  greenhouse  gas  emissions  have  been  looked  at  from  a  sector  basis  of  the  economy,  e.g. 
transportation  and  building  sectors.  That  is  being  expanded  to  include  not  only  the  supply  side,  but 
the  demand  side  of  the  economy-how  can  the  materials  management  of  our  economy  be  framed? 
There  will  be  a  review  of  consumption-the  things  we  have  bought,  where  they  come  from,  how  they 
are  packaged,  how  much  is  consumed,  how  much  we  throw  away  and  how  they  are  processed 
once  they  are  thrown  away.  There  will  be  a  review  of  how  to  expand  that  framework  by  dealing  with 
waste  management-how  to  reduce  waste  before  it  gets  to  the  landfill  and  what  the  individual  can 
do.  Right  now,  an  individual  looks  at  the  Climate  Plan  and  sees  don't  drive,  turn  off  your  lights,  print 
on  double-sided  paper,  but  there  is  no  mention  about  choosing  the  local  product  without  packaging 
over  the  product  packaging  from  other  countries.  Instead  of  buying  too  much  food  and  throwing  it 
away,  buy  what  you  need. 

Director  Nutter  reported  that  she  and  Ms.  Ostrander  had  recently  attended  the  Green  Cities 
conference  in  Santa  Barbara  where  almost  the  entire  discussion  was  about  consumption-how  you 
track  it,  what  local  cities  can  do,  and  should  do  on  raising  awareness.  There  will  be  discussion  on 
how  to  incorporate  this  message  into  outreach  to  the  community.  Commissioner  Wald  suggested 
adding  this  objective  to  the  municipal  sector  because  the  City  purchases  commodities  and  buys  and 
throws  things  away.  Ms.  Ostrander  and  Mr.  Broomhead  reported  that  the  municipal  sector  is 
reflected  in  Action  1 .  She  stated  that  she  would  make  this  action  more  clear.  Ms.  Ostrander 
reported  that  the  next  departmental  climate  action  meeting  is  all  on  green  purchasing.  She 
explained  that  the  difference  between  municipal  and  community-wide  is  solely  based  on  the  fact 
that  there  is  direct  control  over  municipal  activities,  but  not  community.  The  data  points  are  clearer 
at  the  municipal  level,  e.g.,  building  energy  usage  is  known,  etc.  whereas  for  the  community  level  it 
is  not. 

Objective  C  is  to  develop  an  internal  infrastructure  and  external  strategic  relationships  to  inform  and 
support  climate  policy  and  community  education.  Once  the  Climate  Plan  is  in  place  and  a 
determination  has  been  made  on  what  sectors  we  need  to  get  reductions  from  and  how  to  do  so, 
actions  to  take  would  include  (1)  reducing  natural  gas  in  the  community.  Natural  gas  consumption 
continues  to  go  up  and  unlike  electricity  where  you  could  make  it  cleaner,  natural  gas  stays  the 
same-it  is  a  fossil  fuel.  Natural  gas  reductions  can  be  achieved  in  a  lot  of  buildings;  (2)  supporting 
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the  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission  (SFPUC)  in  implementing  its  Electricity  Resources 
Plan,  specifically  in  Community  Choice  Aggregation  and  an  internal  rate  structure,  both  of  which 
have  huge  implications  in  the  ability  to  produce  and  procure  renewable  energy.  The  ability  to  clean 
up  the  electricity  emissions  factor  has  been  the  single  largest  contributor  to  cities  reducing  their 
greenhouse  gas  emissions.  The  cities  that  have  reduced  the  most  and  have  actually  achieved  their 
reduction  goals  have  increased  their  renewables  and  electricity  locally;  and  (3)  to  develop  a  Climate 
Action  campaign  with  emphasis  on  personal  consumption.  The  other  actions  are  ongoing  except 
for  the  addition  of  assisting  in  the  development  of  a  Community  Risk  Reduction  Plan  linking 
greenhouse  has  emissions  and  criteria  pollutants  for  public  health  purposes. 

2.  Goal  2.  To  develop  and  implement  a  Climate  Adaptation  Plan.  The  Mayor's  Office  is  the  lead  on 
the  Climate  Adaptation  Plan  with  the  SFPUC  Water  Utility  and  the  Department  of  the  Environment's 
participation.  Director  Nutter  suggested  adding  co-sponsorship  of  the  Climate  Adaptation 
Resilience  Conference  with  the  Bay  Area,  San  Jose  and  Oakland  as  an  action.  Mr.  Broomhead 
stated  that  these  are  areas  that  San  Francisco  has  to  address  because  bay  waters  are  rising  and 
will  be  creating  problems  at  Ocean  Beach  with  the  sewage  outfall.  The  city  infrastructure  has  to  be 
dealt  with.  Director  Nutter  reported  that  this  action  incorporates  public  health,  environmental 
justice,  and  emergency  response. 

Ms.  Ostrander  reported  that  these  Strategic  Plan  goals  have  been  set  for  the  next  three  years  and  will 
be  updated  next  year.  Commissioner  Gravanis  reported  that  she  is  impressed  with  the  work  and 
ambitiousness  of  the  Plan  and  hopes  that  staff  and  resources  can  be  found  to  achieve  these  goals.  She 
stated  that  in  terms  of  adaptation  planning,  the  SFPUC  has  been  looking  at  the  sewage  outfall 
infrastructure  because  of  the  impacts  of  sea-level  rise.  She  stated  that  so  much  of  our  shoreline  habitat 
is  going  to  be  flooded  and  gone,  and  there  is  no  place  for  our  wetland  habitat  to  move  to.  Agencies 
often  times  use  the  term  "managed  retreat"  when  asked  how  they  plan  to  deal  with  sea-level  rise;  but 
you  can't  manage  your  retreat  if  you  don't  have  any  place  to  retreat  to.  One  of  the  things  to  start  doing 
is  to  prohibit  and  gradually  phase  out  development  in  areas  where  it  is  expected  that  the  managed 
retreat  will  move  to. 

A  discussion  was  held  on  the  correlation  between  climate  adaptation  and  land  use  and  the 
Department's  role.  Ms.  Ostrander  reported  that  development  of  the  climate  field  is  moving  rapidly 
toward  the  planning  direction  with  oversight  of  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA)  and  SB375 
and  with  anything  about  habitat  restoration  or  migration.  She  is  currently  working  with  San  Francisco 
Planning  Department  staff  to  add  climate  into  every  element  of  the  General  Plan  once  it  is  updated.  Mr. 
Broomhead  reported  that  the  Department  of  the  Environment  had  initially  provided  comments  on 
revisions  to  the  BCDC  General  Plan.  Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  it  is  important  to  start  talking 
about  the  impacts  of  climate  change  on  species  other  than  humans.  Mr.  Broomhead  stated  that  a  Bay 
Area  Wetlands  Conference  is  needed  on  how  to  respond  to  climate  change.  Commissioner  Gravanis 
stated  that  it  is  valuable  to  know  what  the  region  is  doing,  but  stressed  that  a  local  approach  and  action 
is  necessary  for  San  Francisco's  local  wetlands.  Ms.  Ostrander  and  Mr.  Broomhead  reported  that 
future  Strategic  Plans  would  include  a  more  robust  plan  for  climate  adaptation. 

Mr.  Broomhead  discussed  the  Energy  Strategic  Plan  Draft  for  2011 -13  (see  explanatory  document  for 
narrative  and  a  list  of  objectives  and  actions).  The  one  goal  for  energy  is  to  reduce  greenhouse  gas 
emissions  in  buildings  to  20  percent  below  1990  levels  by  2012  (330,000  metric  tons  from  the  2008 
level).  This  goal  is  divided  into  two  objectives  and  actions-one  is  related  to  energy  efficiency  and  the 
other  to  renewables.  The  Strategic  Plan  Draft  narrative  (see  explanatory  document)  provides  an 
overview  of  (a)  energy  use  in  the  United  States  and  San  Francisco's  role;  (b)  program  goals  for 
reducing  energy  use  in  buildings  and  developing  renewable  resources;  (3)  efforts  to  achieve  more 
greenhouse  gas  reductions  directed  towards  natural  gas  reductions;  (4)  program  coordination  with 
other  agencies,  and  (5)  strategies  for  campaigns,  financing,  and  new  legislation.  Mr.  Broomhead 
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discussed  the  actions  associated  with  the  Energy  Strategic  Plan  objective  for  maximizing  energy 
efficiency  of  commercial  and  residential  buildings  (explanatory  Document  Objective  A,  pages  1-2). 

Ms.  Ann  Kelly  reported  that  the  Energy  Watch  program  is  her  main  focus  of  work.  The  Department  has 
a  three-year  contract  with  PG&E  for  approximately  $12  million  that  started  this  year  and  goes  through 
2012.  The  program  has  reached  44  percent  of  its  total  three-year  goal  and  327  percent  of  its  three- 
year  natural  gas  reduction  goal.  She  commended  the  Department's  boiler  retrofit  program  and  the  staff 
person  that  has  been  working  on  it.  Ms.  Kelly  explained  that  the  program  will  be  finished  in  two  years 
instead  of  three  in  terms  of  current  funding  and  meeting  current  goals,  so  part  of  the  goal  is  to  convince 
PG&E,  who  also  benefits  from  the  achieved  goals,  to  allocate  more  funding  for  the  third  year.  Mr. 
Broomhead  reported  that  Action  1 1  of  the  Strategic  Plan  is  to  advocate  for  an  alternative  administration 
of  those  funds  away  from  utilities,  which  may  pose  a  problem  when  requesting  more  funding  from 
PG&E.  Ms.  Kelly  reported  that  many  other  cities  and  entities  would  like  to  see  the  administration 
changed.  Commissioner  Wald  suggested  identifying  alternate  methods  of  approaching  PG&E  for 
additional  funding  by  speaking  with  higher-level  management  and  providing  them  with  statistics 
showing  the  program's  success.  Mr.  Broomhead  commended  the  team  working  on  this  program  and 
his  desire  to  retain  the  current  team  by  ensuring  their  job  security.  Director  Nutter  reported  that  she  is 
committed  to  pursuing  this  strategy  and  thinks  there  will  be  an  opportunity  to  strengthen  collaboration  in 
the  next  four  to  six  weeks.  Ms.  Kelly  reported  that  during  this  period,  there  will  be  a  lot  of  activity  in  a 
proceeding  about  the  Community  Choice  Aggregation  (CCA)  bill. 

Mr.  Broomhead  reported  that  the  home  weatherization  project  has  achieved  a  whole  different  level  of 
science  and  new  level  of  bureaucracy  that  is  putting  a  delay  in  launching  the  program.  He  explained 
that  the  local  contractor  base  does  not  have  the  capacity  to  invest  in  training  staff  and  buying  the 
necessary  equipment  to  run  this  program.  It  is  difficult  to  expand  the  contractor  base  in  this 
marketplace  because  many  of  these  small  businesses  are  remodeling  contractors  that  do  not  want  to 
become  business  people.  The  success  of  the  program  is  unsure  at  this  time. 

Ms.  Murray  reported  that  the  Energy  program  starts  with  efficiency  and  then  goes  to  renewables  to 
meet  any  demand  that  is  still  left  in  a  building.  The  overall  objective  of  developing  renewable  energy 
resources  in  San  Francisco  is  to  displace  30,000  metric  tons  of  C02  annually  by  2012  (a  ten-to-one 
ratio  from  the  energy-efficiency  side)  and  achieving  50  megawatts  (MW)  of  renewable  energy 
generation,  which  is  comparable  to  900  megawatts  of  demand  in  the  city  on  peak  days.  It  is  still  quite 
small.  Ms.  Murray  discussed  the  actions  under  this  objective  for  policy/advocacy,  outreach/education 
and  new  generation  as  described  in  the  Strategic  Plan  Energy  Draft  (explanatory  document  Objective 
B,  page  2). 

Commissioner  Gravanis  inquired  whether  there  is  a  program  directed  at  influencing  individual  behavior 
change.  She  stated  that  Objective  A,  Action  4  addresses  implementing  programs  to  educate  tenants  on 
energy-efficiency,  but  does  not  address  how  individuals  can  change  their  own  personal  behavior,  e.g., 
the  difference  in  behavior  change  between  purchasing  a  more  energy-efficient  light  bulb  and  one  where 
you  would  turn  off  the  light  when  you  don't  need  it,  etc.  Mr.  Broomhead  reported  that  the  K-12  School 
Education  program  is  incorporating  climate  and  energy  into  their  messages,  but  that  it  may  be  time  to 
update  those  messages.  He  explained  that  the  federal  stimulus  money  is  being  used  to  hire  or  pay 
community  based  non-profits  to  educate  tenants.  A  private-sector  run  education  program  is  needed  to 
work  on  one-to-one  community  relationships  to  make  an  impact. 

Director  Nutter  reported  that  the  Eco  Map  that  demonstrates  what  both  the  individual  carbon  footprint  is 
in  comparison  to  the  neighborhood  is  not  currently  working,  but  is  being  reviewed  by  its  creator,  Cisco, 
for  an  update  that  can  help  analyze  what  personal  action  can  be  taken.  Mr.  Broomhead  reported  that 
there  are  residential  and  commercial  tenants.  The  commercial  tenants  have  employees  that  include  a 
lot  of  people.  Two-thirds  of  residents  are  in  apartment  buildings,  and  there  are  a  number  in  single- 
family  homes,  most  of  which  are  home  owners.  Ms.  Kelly  reported  that  most  of  the  energy  efficiency 
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funds  throughout  the  state  have  come  through  the  utilities  and  have  a  strict  measurement.  They  do  not 
receive  credit  unless  they  can  prove  something  happened,  and  behavioral  changes  are  hard  to  prove. 
There  is  no  current  incentive  given  for  behavior  change.  In  the  last  few  years,  there  has  been  more 
emphasis  on  making  behavioral  change  a  key  part  of  the  program,  partly  because  of  a  statewide 
interest  in  meeting  climate  goals.  There  are  companies  in  Sacramento  putting  forth  more  ideas  on  how 
to  document  behavior  change,  so  there  may  be  more  incentives  as  a  result. 

Mr.  Broomhead  reported  that  a  company  called  OPower  collected  information  from  Sacramento 
Municipal  Utility  District  (SMUD)  on  homeowner  activity  in  a  particular  neighborhood  to  see  how  they 
compare  to  other  homes  with  similar  occupancy  and  building  type.  This  activity  requires  a  supply  of 
monthly  data  to  analyze  and  supplying  that  data  back  to  the  people  who  are  participating.  He  explained 
that  PG&E  is  not  willing  to  supply  the  data  to  the  Department,  but  that  OPower  says  they  are  still  in 
negotiation  with  PG&E  to  acquire  the  data.  The  other  possibility  is  a  community  rewards  program  where 
people  participate  in  a  program,  take  some  action,  it  gets  recorded  in  some  way,  and  points  are  earned 
that  may  come  back  to  their  building  or  neighborhood  association  as  an  amenity  for  the  community  or 
individuals.  Director  Nutter  stated  that  the  Eco  Map  could  be  integrated  into  a  rewards  program.  Mr. 
Broomhead  stated  that  Climate  Objective  C,  number  4,  is  to  develop  a  Climate  Action  Campaign  with 
emphasis  on  personal  consumption.  Commissioner  Wald  stated  that  Commissioner  Gravanis's 
proposal  could  be  integrated  into  that  kind  of  campaign.  Ms.  Murray  reported  that  personal  behavior 
change  may  not  be  specifically  called  out  in  the  actions,  but  is  included  in  outreach  efforts. 

Commissioner  Wald  inquired  whether  there  is  a  back-up  plan  to  Community  Choice  Aggregation 
(CCA).  Ms.  Ostrander  reported  that  she  initially  created  her  Strategic  Plan  without  CCA,  but  included  it 
to  show  the  importance  and  support  for  the  program.  She  explained  that  reduction  goals  would  not  be 
met  without  a  higher  renewable  mix  in  the  electricity  factor.  The  overarching  theme  for  all  of  these 
plans  is  relationships  with  utilities,  whether  it  our  utility,  PG&E  or  PUC.  Director  Nutter  reported  that 
PUC  is  working  on  bids  for  CCA  to  see  whether  one  company  can  provide  the  required  service.  She 
reported  on  Marin  County's  approach  that  was  discussed  at  the  Green  Cities  Conference,  which  was  to 
go  through  a  broker  to  get  the  renewable  mix  that  they  wanted  for  their  CCA.  There  should  be  a 
discussion  about  how  to  keep  CCA  alive  in  a  different  form  in  San  Francisco. 

Mr.  Broomhead  stated  that  the  Department  of  the  Environment  would  need  to  develop  an  energy- 
efficiency  plan  if  CCA  is  implemented  because  it  is  charged  with  operating  that  program.  If  CCA  is  not 
implemented,  available  programs  would  consist  of  Energy  Watch,  stimulus  fund  programs,  and  other 
activities,  but  there  won't  be  as  much  funding  to  move  programs  forward.  Ms.  Kelly  reported  that  she  is 
a  member  of  the  Electricity  Resources  Plan  Advisory  Committee  that  is  in  the  final  stages  of  submitting 
their  plan  to  the  Public  Utilities  Commission.  She  reported  that  a  final  set  of  comments  is  being  taken 
at  this  time  from  the  community,  the  technical  committee,  and  environmental  stewards.  A  draft  of  the 
plan  is  posted  on  the  PUC  website.  She  reported  that  the  Electricity  Resources  Plan  has  to  be 
consistent  with  the  Strategic  and  Climate  Plans. 

Public  Comment:  Ms.  Lurilla  Harris  reported  that  PG&E  has  a  low-income  residential  program  that 
consists  of  services  such  as  providing  light  bulbs,  weatherizing  windows  and  attics,  etc.  and  discussed 
the  correlation  of  this  program  with  the  request  for  PG&E  to  provide  data  on  each  housing  unit.  Mr. 
Broomhead  reported  that  the  information  that  they  would  like  to  acquire  is  proprietary  data  on  each 
housing  unit  in  the  building  and  what  its  monthly  energy  use  is  in  order  to  feed  the  information  back  to 
the  occupants  to  see  how  they  are  doing  in  comparison  to  other  people  with  similar  occupancy  and 
similar  building  types.  PG&E  will  only  give  out  this  information  if  a  waiver  is  issued.  Director  Nutter 
reported  that  PG&E  is  working  on  either  going  through  a  third-party  vendor  or  getting  someone  in- 
house  to  work  on  this  program.  Mr.  Broomhead  reported  that  the  CPUC  is  influencing  PG&E  in  this 
direction.  Commissioner  Wald  proposed  that  the  Commission  send  PG&E  a  letter  asking  them  to 
provide  the  data.  The  letter  would  state  that  based  on  the  experience  of  other  cities,  it  would  be  helpful 
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to  provide  this  type  of  information  to  residents  in  order  to  achieve  goals.  Ms.  Ostrander  suggested 
involving  the  PG&E  government  representative  to  discuss  the  climate  plan  process  and  goals. 

Ms.  Harris  stated  that  Objective  B,  Item  6,  discusses  marketing  solar  water  through  a  state  incentive 
program  and  asked  whether  the  program  is  limited  to  state  incentives.  Ms.  Murray  reported  that  the 
California  Solar  Incentive  program's  focus  has  been  on  solar,  photovoltaics  (which  create  electricity)  for 
the  last  few  years,  and  just  this  year  they  have  created  a  new  part  of  that  program  for  solar  water 
heating.  She  explained  that  there  is  not  an  in-city  incentive  for  solar  water  heating,  but  there  is  a  great 
one  at  the  state  level.  More  outreach  and  marketing  is  being  done  to  make  sure  the  public  knows  that  it 
is  available.  Ms.  Harris  stated  that  she  would  like  the  city  to  offer  a  similar  program.  Mr.  Broomhead 
stated  that  if  San  Francisco  becomes  a  CCA,  there  could  be  a  solar  program  to  go  after  electric  water 
heating,  but  the  money  cannot  be  used  for  natural  gas  water  heaters  because  that  is  electricity 
ratepayer  money  that  is  not  to  be  used  for  natural  gas.  Ms.  Harris  also  provided  an  editorial  comment 
noting  that  "green  house"  should  be  one  word  "greenhouse". 

Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  there  is  a  lecture  this  Wednesday  evening  at  the  Pacific  Energy 
Center  by  Chris  Hammer  on  "What  does  behavior  have  to  do  with  energy  efficiency?  We  often  look  to 
technology  to  capture  energy  savings,  what  about  the  behavior  of  energy  in  the  home  and  workplace?" 
Ms.  Hammer  will  discuss  occupant  actions  that  save  energy,  discuss  social  science  research  on 
behavior  and  energy  and  review  case  studies  of  organizations  that  implemented  behavior  change 
programs.  Ms.  Murray  reported  on  a  state  conference  that  staff  will  be  attending  on  this  subject.  Mr. 
Broomhead  stated  that  the  City's  stimulus-funded  program  has  teamed  up  with  the  Stanford  Institute  to 
focus  on  behavior  change  in  relation  to  climate  change,  adopting  energy  efficiency  in  the  home,  and 
how  to  best  sell  home  performance. 

6.  Director's  Report  and  Updates.  Speaker:  Melanie  Nutter,  Director  (Informational  Report  and 
Discussion)  Director  Nutter  reported  on  the  Green  Cities  Conference  in  Santa  Barbara  that  she 
attended  along  with  Deputy  Director  Assmann  and  Ms.  Ostrander.  The  two  main  topics  were  on  CCA 
and  how  to  implement  it  in  the  community.  She  expressed  her  interest  in  the  SFPUC  bids  for  CCA  and 
the  approach  that  will  be  taken.  The  other  topic  of  discussion  was  on  consumption  and  the  idea  that  it 
is  the  new  sustainability  frontier  for  cities.  Portland  is  working  on  an  interesting  campaign  called  "Being 
Resourceful"  and  is  doing  social  science  work  on  how  to  talk  about  reducing  consumption  without 
pushing  "hot  button"  issues.  This  topic  will  be  discussed  internally  in  the  Department. 

Director  Nutter  announced  that  the  Department  of  the  Environment  had  a  great  presence  at  the  Green 
Festival,  staffing  a  table,  making  presentations  and  sitting  on  different  panels.  Director  Nutter 
participated  in  a  panel  with  Senator  Mark  Leno,  Supervisor  Mirkarimi  and  Environmental  Protection 
Agency  Representative,  Enrique  Epanilla,  on  the  role  of  government  in  greening  the  economy. 

Director  Nutter  reported  on  her  discussion  with  Ms.  Jennifer  Matz,  the  new  Director  for  the  Office  of 
Economic  and  Workforce  Development  on  how  the  two  departments  can  work  together  on  how  being 
green  makes  economic  sense,  putting  together  a  clean-tech  strategy,  and  focusing  on  green  jobs  in 
San  Francisco.  Ms.  Matz  had  asked  for  input  from  the  Department  on  a  short  paragraph  for  the 
America's  Cup  Letter  of  Agreement  on  how  to  make  this  the  most  sustainable  zero  waste  America's 
Cup  the  world  has  ever  seen.  The  America's  Cup  team  is  committed  to  seeing  sustainable  measures. 
Commissioner  Wald  stated  that  there  should  be  an  emphasis  on  no  single-serve  water  bottles.  Ms. 
Ostrander  stated  that  the  carbon  fund  should  also  play  a  role. 

Director  Nutter  stated  that  work  is  continuing  with  Supervisor  Mirkarimi  on  the  drug  take  back  ordinance 
which  was  postponed  for  four  weeks  to  give  industry  an  opportunity  to  come  to  the  table.  Staff  is 
helping  the  Supervisor's  Office  to  put  together  a  stakeholder  meeting  to  invite  industry  to  talk  about 
where  they  can  play  a  role  either  by  providing  funding  or  running  a  drug-take  back  program.  This 
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ordinance  will  be  coming  before  the  Board  of  Supervisors  on  November  23.  Staff  is  offering  legislative 
fixes  and  amendments. 

Director  Nutter  reported  that  she  is  working  with  the  Outreach  team  to  put  together  a  plan  for  a  large- 
scale  public  engagement  campaign  for  the  coming  year  similar  to  the  Vancouver  program,  which  is 
called  "Talk  Green  to  Us".  Vancouver  did  a  huge  public  process  to  engage  the  community  in  providing 
their  feedback  about  ideas  on  how  to  be  more  sustainable  and  presented  on  their  process  to  the 
Department's  Outreach  team.  The  Outreach  team  will  be  holding  a  half-day  retreat  next  week  to  scope 
out  what  a  public  engagement  campaign  could  look  like  for  our  department  in  San  Francisco  next  year 
that  will  include  a  lot  of  program  components. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  it  will  be  expensive  to  carry  out  a  zero  waste  program  and  to  deal 
with  transportation  for  the  event.  She  hopes  that  the  America's  Cup  event  organizers  will  be  told  that 
they  should  be  committed  to  contributing  the  money  necessary  for  the  event,  and  to  not  assume  that 
the  Department  of  the  Environment  will  provide  all  the  resources.  She  discussed  the  potential  impacts 
on  wildlife  and  marine  mammals  of  the  bay,  ferry  transportation,  and  ability  of  the  public  to  use  our 
water  resources  for  sailing,  kayaking  and  other  activities.  Commissioner  Gravanis  suggested  that 
event  sponsors  be  asked  to  stage  the  event  so  that  it  minimizes  impacts  on  recreational  uses  of  the  bay 
and  on  wildlife.  She  expressed  her  concern  for  the  welfare  of  the  places  where  people  are  likely  to  go 
to  observe  the  events,  e.g.,  GGNRA  Crissy  Field  and  that  communication  be  made  that  event  sponsors 
should  allocate  enough  money  to  the  National  Park  Service  to  supply  enough  mounted  police,  fencing, 
and  staffing  to  reduce  the  impact  on  Crissy  Field.  There  are  similar  concerns  for  Yerba  Buena  Island. 
She  stated  that  the  potential  environmental  impacts  are  huge  and  hopes  that  there  is  an  opportunity  for 
staff  to  make  those  points  and  impress  upon  the  event  organizers  that  a  lot  has  to  be  invested  to  make 
the  event  sustainable.  Director  Nutter  reported  that  the  event  sponsors  are  aware  of  the  potential 
impacts  and  that  she  is  happy  that  the  Department  is  at  the  table  at  this  phase  to  discuss  protection 
and  mitigation  of  funding.  Commissioner  Gravanis  suggested  that  there  be  a  discussion  with  Norcal 
about  zero  waste  considerations,  e.g.,  how  many  tons  we  can  anticipate,  how  many  bins  are  needed, 
how  to  educate  the  public  on  which  bins  to  use,  and  staffing  the  bins.  Additional  discussions  should  be 
around  transportation  and  how  to  get  people  to  and  around  the  waterfront.  Commissioner  Wald  stated 
that  the  Victory  Parade  will  provide  lessons  to  build  on  in  terms  of  this  event,  but  not  exclusively  in 
terms  of  transportation. 

7.  Announcements.  (Discussion)  Commissioner  Gravanis  announced  that  a  workshop  would  be  held  on 
November  18,  2010  on  alternatives  to  putting  a  recycled  water  plant  in  Golden  Gate  Park.  Director 
Nutter  invited  Commissioners  to  attend  the  Department's  all-staff  meeting  on  November  17,  2010,  9:30 
a.m.  at  the  War  Memorial.  Recommendations  for  adjustments  to  the  Department's  website  and  staff 
feedback  will  be  discussed,  and  there  will  be  a  presentation  on  the  fall  outreach  campaign. 

8.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Discussion)  The  next  Policy  Committee  meeting  is  scheduled 
for  December  13,  2010,  5:00  p.m.  Strategic  Plan  Drafts  for  Toxics  Reduction,  Zero  Waste,  Green 
Building,  EnvironmentNow  and  possibly  Environmental  Justice  are  scheduled  to  be  heard  at  that 
meeting.  Commissioner  Wald  requested  a  written  report  update  on  single-serve  bottled  water  at  city 
events. 

9.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

10.  Adjournment.  The  Policy  Committee  meeting  adjourned  at  7:15  p.m. 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary,  TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 
Approved: 
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COMMITTEE  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Johanna  Wald  (Chair),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice-Chair),  Rahul 
Prakash 


1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call.  The  Policy  Committee  meeting  convened  at  5:08  p.m.  Present: 
Commissioners  Wald  and  Gravanis;  Excused:  Commissioner  Prakash. 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  October  25,  201 0  Policy  Committee  Regular  Meeting.  (Explanatory 
Document:  October  25,  2010  Draft  and  Approved  Minutes)  (Discussion  and  Action)  Upon  Motion  by 
Commissioner  Gravanis,  second  by  Commissioner  Wald,  the  October  25,  2010  Meeting  Minutes  were 
approved  without  objection.  (AYES:  Commissioners  Wald  and  Gravanis;  Absent:  Commissioner 
Prakash.) 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  Ms.  Lurilla  Harris  reported  on  her  background 
as  an  English  teacher  and  explained  that  the  word  "data"  is  plural  and  should  be  used  with  "were"  and 
not  "was."  She  explained  that  the  proper  singular  usage  is  "datum."  Ms.  Harris  did  not  suggest  an 
amendment  to  the  October  25,  2010  Draft  Minutes. 

4.  Overview  and  Recommendation  of  Adoption  of  "Standards  for  Bird-Safe  Buildings"  Document. 

(Continued  from  the  October  25,  2010  Meeting)  Sponsor:  Commissioner  Ruth  Gravanis;  Speakers: 
Mark  Palmer,  Municipal  Green  Building  Coordinator,  Department  of  the  Environment  and  AnMarie 
Rodgers,  Manager  of  Legislative  Affairs,  San  Francisco  Planning  Department  (Explanatory  Document: 
Standards  for  Bird-Safe  Buildings  and  Presentation  to  Policy  Committee)  (Informational  Report  and 
Possible  Action) 
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Commissioner  Gravanis  and  Mr.  Palmer  reported  that  Ms.  Noreen  Weeden  of  Golden  Gate  Audubon 
Society  had  presented  on  this  topic  at  previous  Policy  Committee  meetings,  and  the  Committee  had 
been  awaiting  completion  of  work  by  the  Planning  Department  on  standards  before  continued 
discussion  was  scheduled.  Mr.  Palmer  explained  that  annually  over  a  billion  birds  are  potentially  at  risk 
in  the  United  States,  and  that  this  problem  is  foreseeable  and  preventable.  The  discussion  today  will 
address  potential  solutions. 

Ms.  Rodgers  stated  that  the  topic  of  how  wild  birds  relate  to  the  built  environment  has  been  getting 
more  attention  locally  and  nationally.  Here  in  San  Francisco  there  has  been  a  review  of  specific 
buildings,  e.g.,  the  Planning  Commission  review  of  555  Washington  Street  and  the  Port  Commission 
review  of  the  Exploratorium.  Part  of  the  reason  the  Board  of  Supervisors  denied  the  Environmental 
Impact  Report  (EIR)  for  555  Washington  Street  was  because  public  comment  was  received  that  these 
buildings  might  potentially  be  injurious  to  birds.  The  Port  Commission  required  bird-safe  treatment  of  all 
the  glass  in  the  Exploratorium  observatory  as  a  result  of  public  concern.  From  research  and  review  of 
the  literature,  the  Planning  Department  is  convinced  it  is  a  real  issue  and  feels  that  reasonable 
standards  can  be  developed  to  address  the  problem  without  being  either  prohibitively  expensive  or 
putting  a  stop  to  development.  The  Planning  Commission  has  held  a  few  hearings  on  this  item  with 
testimony  received  from  Ms.  Noreen  Weeden  of  the  Golden  Gate  Audubon  Society  and  Ms.  Christine 
Sheppard  of  the  American  Bird  Conservancy,  based  in  the  East  Coast.  The  Planning  Commission 
asked  staff  to  see  what  could  be  done. 

Ms.  Rodgers  presented  a  summary  of  the  Standards  for  Bird-Safe  Buildings  Draft  document.  The 
document  includes  recommendations  of  how  national  research  could  be  applied  locally  and 
summarizes  proven  successful  remedies  such  as  window  treatments,  lighting  design,  and  lighting 
operation.  The  draft  proposal  presents  a  three  pronged-approach  to  the  problem  (Presentation  Slide  2) 
(1)  establishment  of  requirements  for  the  most  hazardous  conditions;  (2)  use  of  an  educational 
checklist  to  educate  project  sponsors  and  their  future  tenants  on  potential  hazards;  and  (3)  creation  and 
expansion  of  voluntary  programs  to  encourage  more  bird-safe  practices  including  acknowledging  those 
who  pursue  certification  through  a  proposed  new  program  for  "bird-safe  building"  recognition. 

I.     Requirements  (Slides  4-1 1). 

•  The  draft  proposal  places  controls  on  buildings  in  three  circumstances  (Slide  4).  A  description  was 
given  on  the  types  of  bird  traps  such  as  clear  building  corners,  clear  glass  passageways,  and  glass 
windbreaks  on  the  top  of  buildings.  Under  the  proposal,  bird  traps  and  facades  facing  open  space 
or  water  would  require  bird-safe  treatment.  Potential  treatments  were  described  (Slides  5-10). 

•  Wind  generation  and  lighting  (Slide  11).  In  areas  determined  to  be  high-risk  for  birds,  next  to  parks 
and  water,  the  proposal  would  also  seek  to  minimize  lighting  and  use  wind-generators  that  feature 
vertical  access  blades. 

•  Summary  of  Requirements:  To  decrease  the  amount  of  untreated  glass  near  the  high-risk  areas 
and  to  treat  100%  of  the  bird-traps. 

II.  Educational  Guidelines  (Slide  12). 

•  Outside  of  these  requirements,  the  draft  proposal  would  primarily  be  advisory  and  educational.  On 
pages  32-33  of  the  proposal  is  a  bird-safe  building  checklist  for  project  sponsors  to  help 
understand  the  features  of  their  projects  and  for  building  owners  to  consent  to  provide  future 
occupants  with  information  on  how  to  keep  buildings  bird-safe. 

III.  Voluntary  Programs  (Slide  13). 

•  Bird-Safe  Certification.  The  draft  proposal  would  create  a  voluntary  three-tier  rating  system  for 
project  sponsors  who  wish  to  certify  their  buildings  as  bird-safe. 

•  Lights-Out  San  Francisco.  Building  owners  to  commit  to  "Lights-Out"  practices  during  migratory 
periods. 
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NOTE:  The  Presentation  slide  notes  reflect  the  detailed  discussion  of  the  Standards  for  Bird-Safe 
Buildings  document. 

Ms.  Rodgers  reported  that  the  Planning  Commission  has  asked  staff  to  look  into  these  ideas,  all  three  of 
the  proposals:  requirements,  voluntary  standards  and  guidelines.  Public  comment  is  now  being  accepted 
through  the  end  of  the  year,  and  staff  will  be  working  on  revising  the  potential  controls.  She  asked  if  the 
Commission  on  the  Environment  or  its  constituents  would  be  interested  in  reviewing  the  document  in 
detail  and  providing  feedback.  She  explained  that  staff  has  surveyed  over  thirty  years  of  research  to 
identify  ideas.  There  has  not  been  much  research  locally,  but  a  lot  of  research  has  been  done  on  the 
East  Coast  (Manhattan,  Chicago,  and  Toronto)  that  currently  have  requirements  in  place.  These  controls 
were  based  on  looking  at  all  the  research  and  can  be  found  at  the  Planning  Department's  website.  The 
study  primarily  used  was  a  study  looking  at  ten  years'  worth  of  bird-building  collisions  in  Manhattan  and 
identified  the  buildings  that  were  most  hazardous.  It  seemed  reliable  and  most  comparable  to  the  dense 
environment  of  San  Francisco. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  inquired  about  monitoring.  Ms.  Rodgers  stated  that  department  staff  had 
previously  considered  requiring  monitoring  of  buildings,  but  the  City  Attorney  provided  advice  that 
building  owners  could  not  be  required  to  accept  liability  of  having  people  on  their  property  who  might 
injure  themselves.  It  can  be  encouraged  as  a  voluntary  program.  Commissioner  Gravanis  commended 
the  work  accomplished  on  this  project  and  stated  that  she  hopes  that  it  can  be  approved  in  time  for 
development  at  Treasure  Island,  Park  Merced,  and  other  major  projects  that  are  starting.  She  asked  what 
the  Commission,  Commission  Committee,  or  Commissioners  can  do  to  help  make  sure  the  proposal 
does  not  get  watered  down.  Ms.  Rodgers  reported  that  the  draft  document  was  released  in  October  and 
public  comment  is  being  accepted  until  the  end  of  the  year.  Staff  would  like  to  come  back  to  the  Planning 
Commission  in  early  201 1  for  potential  adoption.  The  most  important  thing  that  has  happened  is  the 
publicity  received  in  San  Francisco.  There  is  a  substantially  higher  risk  to  birds  now  because  of  the  way 
architecture  and  development  is  changing,  consuming  all  of  the  open  space,  and  current  development 
with  glass  facades.  The  main  thing  that  the  Commission  can  do  to  support  this  effort  is  to  talk  about  the 
issue  and  encourage  participation. 

Director  Nutter  reported  that  the  document  is  interesting  and  a  thorough  job  was  done.  She  inquired 
whether  there  are  studies  available  about  the  economic  impact  to  developers  and  some  of  the  mitigations 
that  would  be  required.  Ms.  Rodgers  explained  that  since  there  is  a  range  of  treatments,  there  is  a  range 
of  potential  cost  implications  to  developers.  The  film  is  inexpensive;  the  UV  glass  is  probably  expensive 
and  has  not  been  built  in  the  United  States  yet.  The  manufacturer  is  a  German  manufacturer.  A  recent 
article  in  the  New  York  Times  said  that  the  ultraviolet  glass  is  50%  more  expensive  than  standard  glass, 
but  about  equivalent  to  energy-efficient  glass,  which  is  what  most  commercial  and  high-rise  buildings  are 
using.  Commissioner  Wald  inquired  whether  energy-efficient,  ultraviolet  windows  are  available.  Ms. 
Rodgers  reported  that  UV  works  by  two-pane  windows  and  has  a  material  between  that  which  is  visible  to 
the  birds  and  creates  that  pattern.  One  of  the  potential  conflicts  with  city  planning  is  that  current  policy 
encourages  transparency,  especially  in  the  ground  floor,  so  that  the  buildings  provide  interest  to 
pedestrians.  This  UV  glass  does  maintain  that  transparency.  Outreach  has  been  done  with  the  American 
Institute  of  Architects  (AIA),  but  more  research  is  required  on  the  economic  impact.  From  the  preliminary 
draft  work,  projected  revisions  would  be  to  include  the  amount  of  facade  that  needs  to  be  treated  to  be 
bird-safe. 

Commissioner  Wald  commended  the  work  on  this  project.  She  stated  that  she  is  interested  in  monitoring 
as  a  way  to  explore  ways  to  measure  the  success  of  both  the  required  treatments  and  the  voluntary 
efforts  so  that  decisions  could  be  made  on  whether  changes  should  be  made  to  the  standards.  Figuring 
out  how  to  track  the  results  would  be  extremely  useful.  Ms.  Rodgers  reported  that  large-scale  monitoring 
has  not  been  done  in  San  Francisco,  and  that  Ms.  Weeden  of  the  Golden  Gate  Audubon  Society  could 
report  on  monitoring  that  has  been  attempted.  She  explained  that  monitoring  is  quite  rigorous  because  of 
the  hours  required  walking  in  San  Francisco  in  an  urban  setting  and  counting  bird  casualties  is  not 
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something  that  people  want  to  do.  Commissioner  Gravanis  inquired  about  what  was  done  in  Toronto. 
Ms.  Rodgers  reported  that  Toronto  and  Seattle  had  a  rigorous  monitoring  program  of  volunteers. 
Commissioner  Wald  suggested  starting  with  small  areas  of  the  city.  Director  Nutter  inquired  whether  the 
Animal  Welfare  and  Control  Department  could  assist  in  the  effort.  Ms.  Rodgers  reported  that  only 
volunteers  have  been  discussed  at  this  point.  A  discussion  was  held  about  how  the  current  budget  could 
influence  involvement  by  other  departments. 

Mr.  Palmer  reported  that  large  expansive  glass  is  a  very  desirable  aesthetic  to  architects  and  building 
owners,  but  there  is  a  trade-off  with  energy-efficiency.  He  stated  that  even  high-performance  glass  is  not 
the  best  insulator.  As  you  increase  the  amount  of  glass  you  use,  you  decrease  energy-efficiency  and 
increase  the  hazard  to  birds.  It  does  coincide  with  efforts  to  make  buildings  more  energy-efficient  by 
decreasing  the  amount  of  glass  designed  into  buildings.  Commissioner  Wald  suggested  that  the  City  can 
work  on  making  architects  understand  that  fundamental  fact  by  holding  a  conference  to  talk  about  bird- 
safe  and  energy-safe  standards.  Mr.  Palmer  stated  that  Ms.  Rodgers'  outreach  to  AIA  is  important 
because  they  can  be  a  good  carrier  of  these  messages  through  their  educational  forums.  Director  Nutter 
stated  that  some  of  the  existing  green  building  conferences  could  hold  a  workshop.  Ms.  Rodgers  stated 
that  staff  is  hopeful  that  the  Department  of  the  Environment  could  help  with  some  outreach  and  education 
but  knows  that  the  current  economy  may  prevent  that.  She  discussed  the  importance  of  education  and 
outreach  with  this  type  of  issue. 

Mr.  Broomhead  stated  that  bird-safe  glazing  seems  to  be  the  right  approach.  Commissioner  Wald  stated 
that  many  people  have  walked  into  plate-glass  walls.  Ms.  Rodgers  stated  that  Ms.  Sheppard  from  the 
American  Bird  Conservancy  reported  that  people  cannot  see  glass,  but  know  how  to  read  the 
architectural  detail  around  glass  to  understand  there  is  a  window  there.  The  difference  is  that  people  run 
into  the  glass  at  less  than  5  miles  an  hour  and  birds  run  into  it  at  30  miles  an  hour.  Mr.  Palmer  stated  that 
there  are  differences  between  the  way  birds  and  humans  visually  perceive  things,  so  there  is  a  lot  of 
science  that  needs  to  be  worked  on.   Mr.  Broomhead  reported  on  a  recent  bird  collision  on  a  glass 
window  that  contained  silhouettes.  Ms.  Rodgers  stated  there  has  been  testing  on  what  makes  glass  safe, 
but  it  is  not  known  what  the  risk  reduction  is  by  not  treating  100%  of  the  glass,  which  is  something  that 
may  not  be  feasible  in  San  Francisco  because  of  unavailable  technology.  The  research  says  that  you 
need  something  smaller  than  the  size  of  a  hand  in  order  to  prevent  collisions,  so  decals  would  only  work 
if  there  is  space  closer  than  the  size  of  a  hand. 

Director  Nutter  suggested  contacting  architectural  and  planning  students  to  work  on  categorizing  the 
most  high-risk  buildings  instead  of  representing  the  activity  as  simply  looking  for  bird  casualties.  Ms. 
Rodgers  explained  that  there  has  been  no  funding  assigned  to  this  project  and  has  been  added  to  her 
regular  activities.  She  is  working  with  an  intern  on  GIS  tracking  to  identify  where  the  large  parks  are  that 
are  over  an  acre  in  size  that  would  trigger  these  requirements,  but  beyond  that  there  is  not  enough  time 
to  invest  in  this  effort.  She  has  conducted  outreach  to  universities  working  in  biological  studies,  the 
Academy  of  Sciences,  and  Randall  Museum,  but  has  not  received  interest  from  volunteers.  She  asked 
for  help  in  finding  connections  to  round  up  volunteers.  Commissioner  Gravanis  suggested  that  the 
Golden  Gate  Audubon  Society  add  a  request  in  its  bird  lists  asking  if  people  would  be  willing  to  serve  as 
volunteers. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  suggested  that  the  Committee  propose  a  Resolution  of  support  for  the 
Standards  for  Bird-Safe  Buildings  document  for  the  Commission  to  consider  at  the  December  7  meeting. 
The  Resolution  could  (1)  encourage  incorporating  some  kind  of  monitoring  in  order  to  measure  the 
effectiveness  of  the  program  and  determine  whether  the  requirements  are  stringent  enough,  or  if  the 
voluntary  methods  are  working  well  enough;  (2)  encourage  that  the  standards  not  be  weakened;  and  (3) 
suggest  a  focus  on  the  lower  areas  where  the  canopy  can  be  reflected.  Commissioner  Wald  inquired 
whether  a  representative  from  the  AIA  could  be  contacted  to  attend  the  Commission  meeting  to  support 
this  effort.  Ms.  Rodgers  stated  that  she  would  provide  Commission  Secretary  Fish  with  a  list  of 
architects,  developers,  large  builder  owners,  and  interested  parties  to  send  a  notice  of  meeting  to. 
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Public  Comment:  Ms.  Lurilla  Harris  stated  that  birds  respond  to  movement  and  suggested  some  type  of 
glass  that  reflects  movement,  a  motion  sensor.  She  inquired  whether  universities  and  colleges  that  have 
an  interest  in  birds  could  be  contacted  for  volunteer  efforts.  Commissioner  Wald  stated  that  educational 
institutions  have  been  contacted,  but  interest  has  not  been  expressed  as  of  yet. 

5.  Draft  Strategic  Plans  Presentation  on  the  Climate,  Energy  Efficiency,  and  Renewable  Energy 
Programs  and  Commissioner  Feedback.  Sponsors:  Director  Melanie  Nutter  and  Commissioner 
Johanna  Wald;  Speakers:  Cal  Broomhead,  Energy  and  Climate  Program  Manager;  Calla  Ostrander, 
Climate  Action  Coordinator;  Ann  Kelly,  Energy  Efficiency  Program  Manager;  Danielle  Murray, 
Renewable  Energy  Program  Manager  (Explanatory  Documents:  Climate,  Energy  Efficiency  and 
Renewable  Energy  Draft  Strategic  Plans)  (Discussion) 

Director  Nutter  reported  that  the  entire  department  is  embarking  upon  a  Strategic  Planning  process. 
Every  program  area  is  putting  together  a  draft  Strategic  Plan  with  a  high-level  vision  of  why  the  program 
exists,  program  goals,  and  specific  actions  to  implement  to  achieve  goals.  In  response  to 
Commissioner's  request  to  be  part  of  the  process,  Director  Nutter  invited  staff,  Mr.  Broomhead,  Ms. 
Ostrander  and  Ms.  Murray,  who  have  presented  on  their  draft  plans  to  senior  staff,  to  present  their 
plans  to  Committee  members  today.  Commissioner  Wald  reported  that  the  Commission  has  not  been 
very  involved  in  the  strategic  planning  of  the  Department  until  now  and  have  talked  about  being  more 
involved  in  order  to  assist  in  the  effort. 

Mr.  Broomhead  distributed  amended  versions  of  the  Energy  Strategic  Plan  2011-2013  and  Climate 
Strategic  Plan  201 1-2013  Drafts.  He  reported  that  a  discussion  would  be  held  first  on  climate  and  then 
efficiency  and  renewable  energy  as  two  of  the  components  of  the  path.  Transportation  would  be 
another  element  of  what  needs  to  happen  that  would  be  discussed  at  a  future  date. 

Mr.  Broomhead  reported  that  the  Department  started  on  this  climate  effort  by  hiring  a  staff  person  about 
four  years  ago  to  work  on  a  field  that  has  been  expanding  very  quickly  with  many  different  approaches 
to  choose  from  to  address  solutions  to  problems.  There  are  so  many  different  protocols  and  software 
available,  different  registries  with  different  standards,  and  the  state  and  federal  governments  and 
everyone  else  have  a  different  view  about  what  they  want  to  incorporate.  Mr.  Broomhead  commended 
Ms.  Ostrander  for  her  part  in  determining  the  best  direction  to  head  in.  He  explained  that  the  vision  is 
beginning  to  change  from  just  counting  on  greenhouse  gas  emissions  such  as  electricity,  natural  gas, 
and  vehicle  fuels  to  shifting  to  the  throughput,  which  is  a  huge  part  of  the  footprint,  e.g.,  commodity 
production.  The  problem  is  that  San  Francisco  does  not  have  industrial  capacity  and  has  to  outsource 
which  plays  a  part  in  accountability. 

Ms.  Ostrander  discussed  the  Climate  Action  Program  Strategic  Plan  2011-13  Draft  (see  explanatory 
document).  She  reported  that  the  first  paragraph  describes  the  background,  the  national  policy,  and 
the  context  for  community-wide  greenhouse  gas  goals.  The  second  paragraph  describes  the  current 
progress  made  toward  achieving  our  greenhouse  gas  reductions.  We  have  achieved  a  seven  percent 
reduction  below  the  1990  level,  which  is  good,  and  we  have  thirteen  percent  to  go.  The  third  paragraph 
looks  at  that  thirteen  percent  where  we  are  expecting  to  get  reductions  and  identifying  the  gaps  where 
more  policy  is  needed.  Three  areas  that  are  highlighted  (transportation,  natural  gas  consumption,  and 
increased  local  renewable  power  production  and  procurement)  reflect  where  the  focus  has  to  be 
expanded  in  order  to  meet  those  greenhouse  gas  reduction  goals.  The  final  paragraph  is  always 
changing  and  is  the  policy  role  that  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  plays  in  our  societal  context. 
It  is  the  vision  statement  of  how  we  deliver  policy  to  the  community.  Director  Nutter  reported  that  the 
format  Ms.  Ostrander  is  presenting  is  being  used  for  all  of  the  plans,  e.g.,  to  lay  out  the  national 
perspective,  where  we  are  today,  what  we  still  need  to  do,  and  the  City's  role. 
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Ms.  Ostrander  reported  on  the  objectives  and  actions  for  each  of  the  two  goals  in  the  Strategic  Plan 
(see  explanatory  document  for  a  detailed  list  of  goals,  objectives,  and  actions).  The  two  goals 
discussed  included: 

1.  Goal  1.  To  reduce  San  Francisco's  contribution  to  climate  change  to  80  percent  below  1990  levels 
by  2050.  The  goals  do  not  address  all  the  benchmarks  along  the  way  which  is  a  20%  by  2012;  25% 
by  2017,  goals  for  2025,  2030,  and  2050  goals.  Those  goals  will  be  conducted  in  the  update  of  the 
Communitywide  Climate  Plan.  Each  goal  in  the  Strategic  Plan  contains  a  set  of  objectives  and 
each  set  of  objectives  contains  actions. 

Objective  A  of  the  first  goal  is  to  calculate  and  certify  San  Francisco's  Municipal  greenhouse  gas 
emissions,  track  and  publicize  results.  One  of  the  actions  to  achieve  this  goal  is  to  implement 
departmental  Climate  Action  Plans,  which  the  Policy  Committee  heard  a  presentation  on  at  the 
October  25,  2010  meeting.  Ms.  Ostrander  stated  that  one  of  the  strategies  that  would  be  included 
is  the  Committee's  suggestion  of  writing  a  letter  to  departments  thanking  them  for  their  work  in  this 
effort.  The  other  action  was  to  create  an  operational  framework  to  support  regular  data  reporting 
through  a  third-party  vendor.  Right  now  it  takes  two  and  a  half  people  full  time  to  do  data  uploading 
which  is  unsustainable. 

Objective  B  is  to  calculate  and  certify  San  Francisco's  community  greenhouse  gas  emissions,  track 
and  publicize  results,  which  is  the  same  as  Objective  A  except  that  it  is  at  the  community-wide  level. 
This  includes  updating  the  Community-wide  Climate  Action  Plan.  Traditionally,  using  the  Kyoto 
protocol,  greenhouse  gas  emissions  have  been  looked  at  from  a  sector  basis  of  the  economy,  e.g. 
transportation  and  building  sectors.  That  is  being  expanded  to  include  not  only  the  supply  side,  but 
the  demand  side  of  the  economy-how  can  the  materials  management  of  our  economy  be  framed? 
There  will  be  a  review  of  consumption-the  things  we  have  bought,  where  they  come  from,  how  they 
are  packaged,  how  much  is  consumed,  how  much  we  throw  away  and  how  they  are  processed 
once  they  are  thrown  away.  There  will  be  a  review  of  how  to  expand  that  framework  by  dealing  with 
waste  management-how  to  reduce  waste  before  it  gets  to  the  landfill  and  what  the  individual  can 
do.  Right  now,  an  individual  looks  at  the  Climate  Plan  and  sees  don't  drive,  turn  off  your  lights,  print 
on  double-sided  paper,  but  there  is  no  mention  about  choosing  the  local  product  without  packaging 
over  the  product  packaging  from  other  countries.  Instead  of  buying  too  much  food  and  throwing  it 
away,  buy  what  you  need. 

Director  Nutter  reported  that  she  and  Ms.  Ostrander  had  recently  attended  the  Green  Cities 
conference  in  Santa  Barbara  where  almost  the  entire  discussion  was  about  consumption-how  you 
track  it,  what  local  cities  can  do,  and  should  do  on  raising  awareness.  There  will  be  discussion  on 
how  to  incorporate  this  message  into  outreach  to  the  community.  Commissioner  Wald  suggested 
adding  this  objective  to  the  municipal  sector  because  the  City  purchases  commodities  and  buys  and 
throws  things  away.  Ms.  Ostrander  and  Mr.  Broomhead  reported  that  the  municipal  sector  is 
reflected  in  Strategic  Plan  Action  1.  She  stated  that  she  would  make  this  action  more  clear.  Ms. 
Ostrander  reported  that  the  next  departmental  climate  action  meeting  is  all  on  green  purchasing. 
She  explained  that  the  difference  between  municipal  and  community-wide  is  solely  based  on  the 
fact  that  there  is  direct  control  over  municipal  activities,  but  not  community.  The  data  points  are 
clearer  at  the  municipal  level,  e.g.,  building  energy  usage  is  known,  etc.,  whereas  for  the  community 
level  it  is  not. 

Objective  C  is  to  develop  an  internal  infrastructure  and  external  strategic  relationships  to  inform  and 
support  climate  policy  and  community  education.  Once  the  Climate  Plan  is  in  place  and  a 
determination  has  been  made  on  what  sectors  we  need  to  get  reductions  from  and  how  to  do  so, 
actions  to  take  would  include  (1)  reducing  natural  gas  in  the  community.  Natural  gas  consumption 
continues  to  go  up  and  unlike  electricity  where  you  could  make  it  cleaner,  natural  gas  stays  the 
same-it  is  a  fossil  fuel.  Natural  gas  reductions  can  be  achieved  in  a  lot  of  buildings;  (2)  supporting 
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the  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission  (SFPUC)  in  implementing  its  Electricity  Resources 
Plan,  specifically  in  Community  Choice  Aggregation  and  an  internal  rate  structure,  both  of  which 
have  huge  implications  in  the  ability  to  produce  and  procure  renewable  energy.  The  ability  to  clean 
up  the  electricity  emissions  factor  has  been  the  single  largest  contributor  to  cities  reducing  their 
greenhouse  gas  emissions.  The  cities  that  have  reduced  the  most  and  have  actually  achieved  their 
reduction  goals  have  increased  their  renewables  and  electricity  locally;  and  (3)  to  develop  a  Climate 
Action  campaign  with  emphasis  on  personal  consumption.  The  other  actions  are  ongoing  except 
for  the  addition  of  assisting  in  the  development  of  a  Community  Risk  Reduction  Plan  linking 
greenhouse  has  emissions  and  criteria  pollutants  for  public  health  purposes. 

2.  Goal  2.  To  develop  and  implement  a  Climate  Adaptation  Plan.  The  Mayor's  Office  is  the  lead  on 
the  Climate  Adaptation  Plan  with  the  SFPUC  Water  Utility  and  the  Department  of  the  Environment's 
participation.  Director  Nutter  suggested  adding  co-sponsorship  of  the  Climate  Adaptation 
Resilience  Conference  with  the  Bay  Area,  San  Jose  and  Oakland  as  an  action.  Mr.  Broomhead 
stated  that  these  are  areas  that  San  Francisco  has  to  address  because  bay  waters  are  rising  and 
will  be  creating  problems  at  Ocean  Beach  with  the  sewage  outfall.  The  city  infrastructure  has  to  be 
dealt  with.  Director  Nutter  reported  that  this  action  incorporates  public  health,  environmental 
justice,  and  emergency  response. 

Ms.  Ostrander  reported  that  these  Strategic  Plan  goals  have  been  set  for  the  next  three  years  and  will 
be  updated  next  year.  Commissioner  Gravanis  reported  that  she  is  impressed  with  the  work  and 
ambitiousness  of  the  Plan  and  hopes  that  staff  and  resources  can  be  found  to  achieve  these  goals.  She 
stated  that  in  terms  of  adaptation  planning,  the  SFPUC  has  been  looking  at  the  sewage  outfall 
infrastructure  because  of  the  impacts  of  sea-level  rise.  She  stated  that  so  much  of  our  shoreline  habitat 
is  going  to  be  flooded  and  gone,  and  there  is  no  place  for  our  wetland  habitat  to  move  to.  Agencies 
often  times  use  the  term  "managed  retreat"  when  asked  how  they  plan  to  deal  with  sea-level  rise;  but 
you  can't  manage  your  retreat  if  you  don't  have  any  place  to  retreat  to.  One  of  the  things  to  start  doing 
is  to  prohibit  and  gradually  phase  out  development  in  areas  where  it  is  expected  that  the  managed 
retreat  will  move  to. 

A  discussion  was  held  on  the  correlation  between  climate  adaptation  and  land  use  and  the 
Department's  role.  Ms.  Ostrander  reported  that  development  of  the  climate  field  is  moving  rapidly 
toward  the  planning  direction  with  oversight  of  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA)  and 
SB375.  Climate  planning  is  also  evolving  to  look  at  habitat  restoration.  She  is  currently  working  with 
San  Francisco  Planning  Department  staff  to  add  climate  into  every  element  of  the  General  Plan  once  it 
is  updated.  Mr.  Broomhead  reported  that  the  Department  of  the  Environment  had  initially  provided 
comments  on  revisions  to  the  BCDC  General  Plan.  Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  it  is  important  to 
start  talking  about  the  impacts  of  climate  change  on  species  other  than  humans.  Mr.  Broomhead  stated 
that  a  Bay  Area  Wetlands  Conference  is  needed  on  how  to  respond  to  climate  change.  Commissioner 
Gravanis  stated  that  it  is  valuable  to  know  what  the  region  is  doing,  but  stressed  that  a  local  approach 
and  action  is  necessary  for  San  Francisco's  local  wetlands.  Ms.  Ostrander  and  Mr.  Broomhead 
reported  that  future  Strategic  Plans  would  include  a  more  robust  plan  for  climate  adaptation. 

Mr.  Broomhead  discussed  the  Energy  Strategic  Plan  Draft  for  2011 -13  (see  explanatory  document  for 
narrative  and  a  list  of  objectives  and  actions).  The  one  goal  for  energy  is  to  reduce  greenhouse  gas 
emissions  in  buildings  to  20  percent  below  1990  levels  by  2012  (330,000  metric  tons  from  the  2008 
level).  This  goal  is  divided  into  two  objectives  and  actions-one  is  related  to  energy  efficiency  and  the 
other  to  renewables.  The  Strategic  Plan  Draft  narrative  (see  explanatory  document)  provides  an 
overview  of  (a)  energy  use  in  the  United  States  and  San  Francisco's  role;  (b)  program  goals  for 
reducing  energy  use  in  buildings  and  developing  renewable  resources;  (3)  efforts  to  achieve  more 
greenhouse  gas  reductions  directed  towards  natural  gas  reductions;  (4)  program  coordination  with 
other  agencies,  and  (5)  strategies  for  campaigns,  financing,  and  new  legislation.  Mr.  Broomhead 
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discussed  the  actions  associated  with  the  Energy  Strategic  Plan  objective  for  maximizing  energy 
efficiency  of  commercial  and  residential  buildings  (explanatory  Document  Objective  A,  pages  1-2). 

Ms.  Ann  Kelly  reported  that  the  Energy  Watch  program  is  her  main  focus  of  work.  The  Department  has 
a  three-year  contract  with  PG&E  for  approximately  $12  million  that  started  this  year  and  goes  through 
2012.  The  program  has  reached  44  percent  of  its  total  three-year  goal  and  327  percent  of  its  three- 
year  natural  gas  reduction  goal.  She  commended  the  Department's  boiler  retrofit  program  and  the  staff 
person  that  has  been  working  on  it.  Ms.  Kelly  explained  that  the  program  will  be  finished  in  two  years 
instead  of  three  in  terms  of  current  funding  and  meeting  current  goals,  so  part  of  the  goal  is  to  convince 
PG&E,  who  also  benefits  from  the  achieved  goals,  to  allocate  more  funding  for  the  third  year.  Mr. 
Broomhead  reported  that  Action  1 1  of  the  Strategic  Plan  is  to  advocate  for  an  alternative  administration 
of  those  funds  away  from  utilities,  which  may  pose  a  problem  when  requesting  more  funding  from 
PG&E.  Ms.  Kelly  reported  that  many  other  cities  and  entities  would  like  to  see  the  administration 
changed.  Commissioner  Wald  suggested  identifying  alternate  methods  of  approaching  PG&E  for 
additional  funding  by  speaking  with  higher-level  management  and  providing  them  with  statistics 
showing  the  program's  success.  Mr.  Broomhead  commended  the  team  working  on  this  program  and 
his  desire  to  retain  the  current  team  by  ensuring  their  job  security.  Director  Nutter  reported  that  she  is 
committed  to  pursuing  this  strategy  and  thinks  there  will  be  an  opportunity  to  strengthen  collaboration  in 
the  next  four  to  six  weeks.  Ms.  Kelly  reported  that  during  this  period,  there  will  be  a  lot  of  activity  in  a 
proceeding  about  the  Community  Choice  Aggregation  (CCA)  bill. 

Mr.  Broomhead  reported  that  the  home  weatherization  project  has  achieved  a  whole  different  level  of 
science  and  new  level  of  bureaucracy  that  is  putting  a  delay  in  launching  the  program.  He  explained 
that  the  local  contractor  base  does  not  have  the  capacity  to  invest  in  training  staff  and  buying  the 
necessary  equipment  to  run  this  program.  It  is  difficult  to  expand  the  contractor  base  in  this 
marketplace  because  many  of  these  small  businesses  are  remodeling  contractors  that  do  not  want  to 
become  business  people.  The  success  of  the  program  is  unsure  at  this  time. 

Ms.  Murray  reported  that  the  Energy  program  starts  with  efficiency  and  then  goes  to  renewables  to 
meet  any  demand  that  is  still  left  in  a  building.  The  overall  objective  of  developing  renewable  energy 
resources  in  San  Francisco  is  to  displace  30,000  metric  tons  of  C02  annually  by  2012  (a  ten-to-one 
ratio  from  the  energy-efficiency  side)  and  achieving  50  megawatts  (MW)  of  renewable  energy 
generation,  which  is  comparable  to  900  megawatts  of  demand  in  the  city  on  peak  days.  It  is  still  quite 
small.  Ms.  Murray  discussed  the  actions  under  this  objective  for  policy/advocacy,  outreach/education 
and  new  generation  as  described  in  the  Strategic  Plan  Energy  Draft  (explanatory  document  Objective 
B,  page  2). 

Commissioner  Gravanis  inquired  whether  there  is  a  program  directed  at  influencing  individual  behavior 
change.  She  stated  that  Objective  A,  Action  4  addresses  implementing  programs  to  educate  tenants  on 
energy-efficiency,  but  does  not  address  how  individuals  can  change  their  own  personal  behavior,  e.g., 
the  difference  in  behavior  change  between  purchasing  a  more  energy-efficient  light  bulb  and  one  where 
you  would  turn  off  the  light  when  you  don't  need  it,  etc.  Mr.  Broomhead  reported  that  the  K-12  School 
Education  program  is  incorporating  climate  and  energy  into  their  messages,  but  that  it  may  be  time  to 
update  those  messages.  He  explained  that  the  federal  stimulus  money  is  being  used  to  hire  or  pay 
community  based  non-profits  to  educate  tenants.  A  private-sector  run  education  program  is  needed  to 
work  on  one-to-one  community  relationships  to  make  an  impact. 

Director  Nutter  reported  that  the  Eco  Map  that  demonstrates  what  both  the  individual  carbon  footprint  is 
in  comparison  to  the  neighborhood  is  not  currently  working,  but  is  being  reviewed  by  its  creator,  Cisco, 
for  an  update  that  can  help  analyze  what  personal  action  can  be  taken.  Mr.  Broomhead  reported  that 
there  are  residential  and  commercial  tenants.  The  commercial  tenants  have  employees  that  include  a 
lot  of  people.  Two-thirds  of  residents  are  in  apartment  buildings,  and  there  are  a  number  in  single- 
family  homes,  most  of  which  are  home  owners.  Ms.  Kelly  reported  that  most  of  the  energy  efficiency 
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funds  throughout  the  state  have  come  through  the  utilities  and  have  a  strict  measurement.  They  do  not 
receive  credit  unless  they  can  prove  something  happened,  and  behavioral  changes  are  hard  to  prove. 
There  is  no  current  incentive  given  for  behavior  change.  In  the  last  few  years,  there  has  been  more 
emphasis  on  making  behavioral  change  a  key  part  of  the  program,  partly  because  of  a  statewide 
interest  in  meeting  climate  goals.  There  are  companies  in  Sacramento  putting  forth  more  ideas  on  how 
to  document  behavior  change,  so  there  may  be  more  incentives  as  a  result. 

Mr.  Broomhead  reported  that  a  company  called  OPower  collected  information  from  Sacramento 
Municipal  Utility  District  (SMUD)  on  homeowner  activity  in  a  particular  neighborhood  to  see  how  they 
compare  to  other  homes  with  similar  occupancy  and  building  type.  This  activity  requires  a  supply  of 
monthly  data  to  analyze  and  supplying  that  data  back  to  the  people  who  are  participating.  He  explained 
that  PG&E  is  not  willing  to  supply  the  data  to  the  Department,  but  that  OPower  says  they  are  still  in 
negotiation  with  PG&E  to  acquire  the  data.  The  other  possibility  is  a  community  rewards  program  where 
people  participate  in  a  program,  take  some  action,  it  gets  recorded  in  some  way,  and  points  are  earned 
that  may  come  back  to  their  building  or  neighborhood  association  as  an  amenity  for  the  community  or 
individuals.  Director  Nutter  stated  that  the  Eco  Map  could  be  integrated  into  a  rewards  program.  Mr. 
Broomhead  stated  that  Climate  Objective  C,  number  4,  is  to  develop  a  Climate  Action  Campaign  with 
emphasis  on  personal  consumption.  Commissioner  Wald  stated  that  Commissioner  Gravanis's 
proposal  could  be  integrated  into  that  kind  of  campaign.  Ms.  Murray  reported  that  personal  behavior 
change  may  not  be  specifically  called  out  in  the  actions,  but  is  included  in  outreach  efforts. 

Commissioner  Wald  inquired  whether  there  is  a  back-up  plan  to  Community  Choice  Aggregation 
(CCA).  Ms.  Ostrander  reported  that  she  initially  created  her  Strategic  Plan  without  CCA,  but  included  it 
to  show  the  importance  and  support  for  the  program.  She  explained  that  reduction  goals  would  not  be 
met  without  a  higher  renewable  mix  in  the  electricity  factor.  The  overarching  theme  for  all  of  these 
plans  is  relationships  with  utilities,  whether  it  our  utility,  PG&E  or  PUC.  Director  Nutter  reported  that 
PUC  is  working  on  bids  for  CCA  to  see  whether  one  company  can  provide  the  required  service.  She 
reported  on  Marin  County's  approach  that  was  discussed  at  the  Green  Cities  Conference,  which  was  to 
go  through  a  broker  to  get  the  renewable  mix  that  they  wanted  for  their  CCA.  There  should  be  a 
discussion  about  how  to  keep  CCA  alive  in  a  different  form  in  San  Francisco. 

Mr.  Broomhead  stated  that  the  Department  of  the  Environment  would  need  to  develop  an  energy- 
efficiency  plan  if  CCA  is  implemented  because  it  is  charged  with  operating  that  program.  If  CCA  is  not 
implemented,  available  programs  would  consist  of  Energy  Watch,  stimulus  fund  programs,  and  other 
activities,  but  there  won't  be  as  much  funding  to  move  programs  forward.  Ms.  Kelly  reported  that  she  is 
a  member  of  the  Electricity  Resources  Plan  Advisory  Committee  that  is  in  the  final  stages  of  submitting 
their  plan  to  the  Public  Utilities  Commission.  She  reported  that  a  final  set  of  comments  is  being  taken 
at  this  time  from  the  community,  the  technical  committee,  and  environmental  stewards.  A  draft  of  the 
plan  is  posted  on  the  PUC  website.  She  reported  that  the  Electricity  Resources  Plan  has  to  be 
consistent  with  the  Strategic  and  Climate  Plans. 

Public  Comment:  Ms.  Lurilla  Harris  reported  that  PG&E  has  a  low-income  residential  program  that 
consists  of  services  such  as  providing  light  bulbs,  weatherizing  windows  and  attics,  etc.  and  discussed 
the  correlation  of  this  program  with  the  request  for  PG&E  to  provide  data  on  each  housing  unit.  Mr. 
Broomhead  reported  that  the  information  that  they  would  like  to  acquire  is  proprietary  data  on  each 
housing  unit  in  the  building  and  what  its  monthly  energy  use  is  in  order  to  feed  the  information  back  to 
the  occupants  to  see  how  they  are  doing  in  comparison  to  other  people  with  similar  occupancy  and 
similar  building  types.  PG&E  will  only  give  out  this  information  if  a  waiver  is  issued.  Director  Nutter 
reported  that  PG&E  is  working  on  either  going  through  a  third-party  vendor  or  getting  someone  in- 
house  to  work  on  this  program.  Mr.  Broomhead  reported  that  the  CPUC  is  influencing  PG&E  in  this 
direction.  Commissioner  Wald  proposed  that  the  Commission  send  PG&E  a  letter  asking  them  to 
provide  the  data.  The  letter  would  state  that  based  on  the  experience  of  other  cities,  it  would  be  helpful 
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to  provide  this  type  of  information  to  residents  in  order  to  achieve  goals.  Ms.  Ostrander  suggested 
involving  the  PG&E  government  representative  to  discuss  the  climate  plan  process  and  goals. 

Ms.  Harris  stated  that  Objective  B,  Item  6,  discusses  marketing  solar  water  through  a  state  incentive 
program  and  asked  whether  the  program  is  limited  to  state  incentives.  Ms.  Murray  reported  that  the 
California  Solar  Incentive  program's  focus  has  been  on  solar,  photovoltaics  (which  create  electricity)  for 
the  last  few  years,  and  just  this  year  they  have  created  a  new  part  of  that  program  for  solar  water 
heating.  She  explained  that  there  is  not  an  in-city  incentive  for  solar  water  heating,  but  there  is  a  great 
one  at  the  state  level.  More  outreach  and  marketing  is  being  done  to  make  sure  the  public  knows  that  it 
is  available.  Ms.  Harris  stated  that  she  would  like  the  city  to  offer  a  similar  program.  Mr.  Broomhead 
stated  that  if  San  Francisco  becomes  a  CCA,  there  could  be  a  solar  program  to  go  after  electric  water 
heating,  but  the  money  cannot  be  used  for  natural  gas  water  heaters  because  that  is  electricity 
ratepayer  money  that  is  not  to  be  used  for  natural  gas.  Ms.  Harris  also  provided  an  editorial  comment 
noting  that  "green  house"  should  be  one  word  "greenhouse". 

Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  there  is  a  lecture  this  Wednesday  evening  at  the  Pacific  Energy 
Center  by  Chris  Hammer  on  "What  does  behavior  have  to  do  with  energy  efficiency?  We  often  look  to 
technology  to  capture  energy  savings,  what  about  the  behavior  of  energy  in  the  home  and  workplace?" 
Ms.  Hammer  will  discuss  occupant  actions  that  save  energy,  discuss  social  science  research  on 
behavior  and  energy  and  review  case  studies  of  organizations  that  implemented  behavior  change 
programs.  Ms.  Murray  reported  on  a  state  conference  that  staff  will  be  attending  on  this  subject.  Mr. 
Broomhead  stated  that  the  City's  stimulus-funded  program  has  teamed  up  with  the  Stanford  Institute  to 
focus  on  behavior  change  in  relation  to  climate  change,  adopting  energy  efficiency  in  the  home,  and 
how  to  best  sell  home  performance. 

6.  Director's  Report  and  Updates.  Speaker:  Melanie  Nutter,  Director  (Informational  Report  and 
Discussion)  Director  Nutter  reported  on  the  Green  Cities  Conference  in  Santa  Barbara  that  she 
attended  along  with  Deputy  Director  Assmann  and  Ms.  Ostrander.  The  two  main  topics  were  on  CCA 
and  how  to  implement  it  in  the  community.  She  expressed  her  interest  in  the  SFPUC  bids  for  CCA  and 
the  approach  that  will  be  taken.  The  other  topic  of  discussion  was  on  consumption  and  the  idea  that  it 
is  the  new  sustainability  frontier  for  cities.  Portland  is  working  on  an  interesting  campaign  called  "Being 
Resourceful"  and  is  doing  social  science  work  on  how  to  talk  about  reducing  consumption  without 
pushing  "hot  button"  issues.  This  topic  will  be  discussed  internally  in  the  Department. 

Director  Nutter  announced  that  the  Department  of  the  Environment  had  a  great  presence  at  the  Green 
Festival,  staffing  a  table,  making  presentations  and  sitting  on  different  panels.  Director  Nutter 
participated  in  a  panel  with  Senator  Mark  Leno,  Supervisor  Mirkarimi  and  Environmental  Protection 
Agency  Representative,  Enrique  Epanilla,  on  the  role  of  government  in  greening  the  economy. 

Director  Nutter  reported  on  her  discussion  with  Ms.  Jennifer  Matz,  the  new  Director  for  the  Office  of 
Economic  and  Workforce  Development  on  how  the  two  departments  can  work  together  on  how  being 
green  makes  economic  sense,  putting  together  a  clean-tech  strategy,  and  focusing  on  green  jobs  in 
San  Francisco.  Ms.  Matz  had  asked  for  input  from  the  Department  on  a  short  paragraph  for  the 
America's  Cup  Letter  of  Agreement  on  how  to  make  this  the  most  sustainable  zero  waste  America's 
Cup  the  world  has  ever  seen.  The  America's  Cup  team  is  committed  to  seeing  sustainable  measures. 
Commissioner  Wald  stated  that  there  should  be  an  emphasis  on  no  single-serve  water  bottles.  Ms. 
Ostrander  stated  that  the  carbon  fund  should  also  play  a  role. 

Director  Nutter  stated  that  work  is  continuing  with  Supervisor  Mirkarimi  on  the  drug  take  back  ordinance 
which  was  postponed  for  four  weeks  to  give  industry  an  opportunity  to  come  to  the  table.  Staff  is 
helping  the  Supervisor's  Office  to  put  together  a  stakeholder  meeting  to  invite  industry  to  talk  about 
where  they  can  play  a  role  either  by  providing  funding  or  running  a  drug-take  back  program.  This 
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ordinance  will  be  coming  before  the  Board  of  Supervisors  on  November  23.  Staff  is  offering  legislative 
fixes  and  amendments. 

Director  Nutter  reported  that  she  is  working  with  the  Outreach  team  to  put  together  a  plan  for  a  large- 
scale  public  engagement  campaign  for  the  coming  year  similar  to  the  Vancouver  program,  which  is 
called  "Talk  Green  to  Us".  Vancouver  did  a  huge  public  process  to  engage  the  community  in  providing 
their  feedback  about  ideas  on  how  to  be  more  sustainable  and  presented  on  their  process  to  the 
Department's  Outreach  team.  The  Outreach  team  will  be  holding  a  half-day  retreat  next  week  to  scope 
out  what  a  public  engagement  campaign  could  look  like  for  our  department  in  San  Francisco  next  year 
that  will  include  a  lot  of  program  components. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  it  will  be  expensive  to  carry  out  a  zero  waste  program  and  to  deal 
with  transportation  for  the  event.  She  hopes  that  the  America's  Cup  event  organizers  will  be  told  that 
they  should  be  committed  to  contributing  the  money  necessary  for  the  event,  and  to  not  assume  that 
the  Department  of  the  Environment  will  provide  all  the  resources.  She  discussed  the  potential  impacts 
on  wildlife  and  marine  mammals  of  the  bay,  ferry  transportation,  and  ability  of  the  public  to  use  our 
water  resources  for  sailing,  kayaking  and  other  activities.  Commissioner  Gravanis  suggested  that 
event  sponsors  be  asked  to  stage  the  event  so  that  it  minimizes  impacts  on  recreational  uses  of  the  bay 
and  on  wildlife.  She  expressed  her  concern  for  the  welfare  of  the  places  where  people  are  likely  to  go 
to  observe  the  events,  e.g.,  GGNRA  Crissy  Field  and  that  communication  be  made  that  event  sponsors 
should  allocate  enough  money  to  the  National  Park  Service  to  supply  enough  mounted  police,  fencing, 
and  staffing  to  reduce  the  impact  on  Crissy  Field.  There  are  similar  concerns  for  Yerba  Buena  Island. 
She  stated  that  the  potential  environmental  impacts  are  huge  and  hopes  that  there  is  an  opportunity  for 
staff  to  make  those  points  and  impress  upon  the  event  organizers  that  a  lot  has  to  be  invested  to  make 
the  event  sustainable.  Director  Nutter  reported  that  the  event  sponsors  are  aware  of  the  potential 
impacts  and  that  she  is  happy  that  the  Department  is  at  the  table  at  this  phase  to  discuss  protection 
and  mitigation  of  funding.  Commissioner  Gravanis  suggested  that  there  be  a  discussion  with  Norcal 
about  zero  waste  considerations,  e.g.,  how  many  tons  we  can  anticipate,  how  many  bins  are  needed, 
how  to  educate  the  public  on  which  bins  to  use,  and  staffing  the  bins.  Additional  discussions  should  be 
around  transportation  and  how  to  get  people  to  and  around  the  waterfront.  Commissioner  Wald  stated 
that  the  Victory  Parade  will  provide  lessons  to  build  on  in  terms  of  this  event,  but  not  exclusively  in 
terms  of  transportation. 

7.  Announcements.  (Discussion)  Commissioner  Gravanis  announced  that  a  workshop  would  be  held  on 
November  18,  2010  on  alternatives  to  putting  a  recycled  water  plant  in  Golden  Gate  Park.  Director 
Nutter  invited  Commissioners  to  attend  the  Department's  all-staff  meeting  on  November  17,  2010,  9:30 
a.m.  at  the  War  Memorial.  Recommendations  for  adjustments  to  the  Department's  website  and  staff 
feedback  will  be  discussed,  and  there  will  be  a  presentation  on  the  fall  outreach  campaign. 

8.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Discussion)  The  next  Policy  Committee  meeting  is  scheduled 
for  December  1 3,  201 0,  5:00  p.m.  Strategic  Plan  Drafts  for  Toxics  Reduction,  Zero  Waste,  Green 
Building,  EnvironmentNow  and  possibly  Environmental  Justice  are  scheduled  to  be  heard  at  that 
meeting.  Commissioner  Wald  requested  a  written  report  update  on  single-serve  bottled  water  at  city 
events. 

9.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

10.  Adjournment.  The  Policy  Committee  meeting  adjourned  at  7:15  p.m. 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary,  TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 
Approved:  December  13,  2010 
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ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 
Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Committee  takes  action  on  any  item. 

1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call. 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  November  8,  2010  Policy  Committee  Regular  Meeting.  (Explanatory 
Document:  November  8,  2010  Draft  Minutes)  (Discussion  and  Action) 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda. 

4.  Draft  Strategic  Plans  Presentation  and  Commissioner  Feedback  on  Department  Program  Areas. 
Sponsor:  Director  Melanie  Nutter  and  Commissioner  Johanna  Wald  (Explanatory  Documents:  Draft 
Strategic  Plans)  (Informational  Presentations  and  Discussion) 

A.  Toxics  Reduction.  Staff  Presenter:  Debbie  Raphael,  Toxics  Reduction  Program  Manager  (15 


B.  Green  Building.  Staff  Presenter:  Debbie  Raphael,  Green  Building  Program  Manager  (10 
minutes) 

C.  Environmental  Justice.  Staff  Presenters:  Anne  Eng,  Environmental  Justice  Program 
Manager  and  Sraddha  Mehta,  Environmental  Justice  Grant  Program  Manager  (15  minutes) 

D.  Environment  Now.  Staff  Presenter:  Donnie  Oliveira,  Green  Jobs  Coordinator 
(10  minutes) 

5.  Director's  Report  and  Updates.  Speaker:  Melanie  Nutter,  Director  (Informational  Report  and 
Discussion) 

6.  Announcements.  (Discussion) 

7.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Discussion) 

8.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda. 

9.  Adjournment. 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary,  Telephone  (415)  355-3709;  Fax  (415)  554-6393 

The  next  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  meeting  is  scheduled  for  Monday,  January  10,  2011  at  5:00  p.m. 
in  Room  421,  City  Hall. 

Department  of  the  Environment,  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
1 1  Grove  Street.  San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Telephone: (415)  355-3700  •  Fax: (415)  554-6393 

Email:  environmentfojsfgov.org  •  www.sfenvironment.org  100%  Post-Consumer  Recycled  Paper 


minutes) 


**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1)  the  Commission's  office,  1 1  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  California  between 
the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Policy  Committee's  website  https://sites. google. com/a/sfenvironment.org/commission/policv- 
committee  ,  or  (3)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary  at  telephone  number  415-355-3709,  or  via  e-mail  at 
Monica.Fish@sfgov.org  within  three  business  days  of  a  meeting.  If  any  materials  related  to  an  item  on  this  agenda  have  been 
distributed  to  the  Commission  Policy  Committee  after  distribution  of  the  agenda  packet,  those  materials  are  available  for  public 
inspection  at  the  Department  of  the  Environment,  1 1  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  941 02  during  normal  office  hours  or  will  be  made 
available  at  the  Policy  Committee  meeting  website  link  https://sites.google.eom/a/sfenvironment.org/commission/policy-committee  as 
attachments  included  with  the  agenda  or  meeting  minutes. 

Important  Information 

The  ringing  of  and  use  of  cell  phones,  pagers  and  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices  are  prohibited  at  this  meeting.  Please  be 
advised  that  the  Chair  may  order  the  removal  from  the  meeting  room  of  any  person(s)  responsible  for  the  ringing  or  use  of  a  cell  phone, 
pager,  or  other  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices. 

NOTE:  Persons  unable  to  attend  the  meeting  may  submit  to  the  Committee,  by  the  time  the  proceedings  begin,  written  comments 
regarding  the  agenda  items  above.  These  comments  will  be  made  a  part  of  the  official  public  record  and  shall  be  brought  to  the 
attention  of  the  Committee  members.  Any  written  comments  should  be  sent  to:  Commission  Secretary  of  the  Environment,  11  Grove 
Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102  or  by  email  at  Monica. Fish(a)sfgov. org  by  5:00  p.m.  on  the  day  prior  to  the  hearing.  Comments  which 
cannot  be  delivered  to  the  Commission  Secretary  by  that  time  may  be  taken  directly  to  the  hearing  at  the  location  above.  When  bringing 
handouts  to  meetings,  please  photocopy  on  both  sides  of  the  paper  and  try  to  use  post-consumer  recycled  or  tree-free  paper.  Also, 
please  bring  sufficient  copies  of  handouts  for  the  Committee,  the  Commission  Secretary  and  the  public. 

Public  Comment 

At  this  time,  members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  items  of  interest  that  are  within  the  subject  matter  jurisdiction  of  the 
Committee  but  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  Public  comment  will  be  taken  following  each  agendized  item.  Each  member  of  the  public 
may  address  the  Committee  for  up  to  three  minutes,  unless  otherwise  announced  by  the  Chair.  If  it  is  demonstrated  that  the  comments 
by  the  public  will  exceed  15  minutes,  the  Chair  may  continue  Public  Comment  to  another  time  during  the  meeting. 

The  Brown  Act  forbids  the  Committee  from  taking  action  or  discussing  any  item  or  issue  not  appearing  on  the  posted  agenda.  This  rule 
applies  to  issues  raised  in  public  comment  as  well,   in  response  to  public  comment,  not  on  an  agendized  item,  the  Committee  is  limited 

to: 

1.  Briefly  responding  to  statements  made  or  questions  posed  by  members  of  the  public,  or 

2.  Request  staff  to  report  back  on  a  matter  at  a  subsequent  meeting,  or 

3.  Directing  staff  to  place  the  item  or  issue  on  a  future  agenda  (Government  Code  Section  54954.2(a).) 

Disability  Access 

The  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  Meeting  will  be  held  at  City  Hall,  Room  421,  One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place, 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102,  in  the  Civic  Center  area.  The  meeting  room  is  wheelchair  accessible.  The  closest  accessible  BART  station 
is  the  Civic  Center  Station  at  United  Nations  Plaza  and  Market  Street.  Accessible  MUNI  lines  serving  this  location  are:  #71 
Haight/Noriega  and  the  F  Line  to  Market  and  Van  Ness  and  the  Metro  Stations  at  Van  Ness  and  Market  and  at  Civic  Center.  For 
information  about  MUNI  accessible  services  call  (415)  923-6142.  There  is  accessible  curbside  parking  adjacent  to  City  Hall  on  Grove 
Street  and  Van  Ness  Avenue  and  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Veterans  Building  at  401  Van  Ness  Avenue  adjacent  to  Davies  Hall  and  the  War 
Memorial  Complex. 

The  following  services  are  available  on  request  48  hours  prior  to  the  meeting;  except  for  Monday  meetings,  for  which  the  deadline  shall 
be  4:00  p.m.  of  the  last  business  day  of  the  preceding  week:  For  American  sign  language  interpreters  or  the  use  of  a  reader  during  a 
meeting,  a  sound  enhancement  system,  and/or  alternative  formats  of  the  agenda  and  minutes,  please  contact  Monica  Fish  at  (415) 
355-3709  to  make  arrangements  for  the  accommodation.  Late  requests  will  be  honored,  if  possible. 

In  order  to  assist  the  City's  efforts  to  accommodate  persons  with  severe  allergies,  environmental  illnesses,  multiple  chemical  sensitivity 
or  related  disabilities,  attendees  at  public  meetings  are  reminded  that  other  attendees  may  be  sensitive  to  various  chemical  based 
products.  Please  help  the  City  accommodate  these  individuals.  Individuals  with  chemical  sensitivity  or  related  disabilities  should  call 
the  Mayor's  Office  on  Disability  at  (415)  554-6789  or  (415)  554-6799  (TTY)  for  further  information. 

Know  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance 
(Chapter  67  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code) 
Government's  duty  is  to  serve  the  public,  reaching  its  decisions  in  full  view  of  the  public.  Commissions,  boards,  councils,  and  other 
agencies  of  the  City  and  County  exist  to  conduct  the  people's  business.  This  ordinance  assures  that  deliberations  are  conducted 
before  the  people  and  that  City  operations  are  open  to  the  people's  review.  For  more  information  on  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine 
Ordinance  or  to  report  a  violation  of  the  ordinance,  contact  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  Task  Force,  Sunshine  Task  Force  Administrator, 
City  Hall,  Room  409,  1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102-4683  at  Phone  No.:  (415)  554-7724;  Fax  No.:  (415) 
554-7854;  E-mail:  sotf(S)sfgov.org.  Copies  of  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  can  be  obtained  from  the  Clerk  of  the  Sunshine  Task  Force,  the 
San  Francisco  Public  Library  and  on  the  City's  website  at  www.sfgov.org. 

Lobbyist  Registration  and  Reporting  Requirements 
Individuals  and  entities  that  influence  or  attempt  to  influence  local  legislative  or  administrative  action  may  be  required  by  the  San 
Francisco  Lobbyist  Ordinance  [SF  Campaign  &  Governmental  Conduct  Code  §2.100,  et.  seq]  to  register  and  report  lobbying  activity. 
For  more  information  about  the  Lobbyist  Ordinance,  please  contact  the  Ethics  Commission  at:  25  Van  Ness  Avenue,  Second  Floor,  San 
Francisco,  CA  94102;  telephone  (415)  252-3100,  fax  (415)  252-3112;  web  site  atwww.sfgov.org/ethics. 
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MONDAY,  DECEMBER  13,  2010,  5:00  P.M. 
CITY  HALL,  ROOM  421 
SAN  FRANCISCO,  CA  94102 


SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


COMMITTEE  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Johanna  Wald  (Chair),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice-Chair),  Rahul  Prakash 


1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call.  The  Policy  Committee  meeting  convened  at  5:07  p.m.  Present: 
Commissioners  Gravanis  and  Prakash;  Excused:  Commissioner  Wald. 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  November  8,  2010  Policy  Committee  Regular  Meeting.  (Explanatory 
Document:  November  8,  2010  Draft  Minutes)  (Discussion  and  Action) 

Commissioner  Gravanis  provided  corrections  to  page  7,  second  to  last  paragraph  of  the  minutes  so  that 
it  should  read  "Ms.  Ostrander  reported  that  development  of  the  climate  field  is  moving  rapidly  toward 
the  planning  direction  with  oversight  of  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA)  and  SB375. 
Climate  planning  is  also  evolving  to  look  at  habitat  restoration."  Public  Comment:  Ms.  Lurilla  Harris 
requested  clarification  on  page  6,  second  to  last  paragraph  about  what  "Action  1"  was  referring  to. 
Director  Nutter  pointed  out  that  it  is  a  reference  to  Strategic  Plan  Action  T.  She  provided  additional 
editorial  comments  in  written  format.  Ms.  Fish  suggested  adding  "Strategic  Plan"  before  "Action  1"  to 
that  section  of  the  Minutes.  Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Prakash,  second  by  Commissioner 
Gravanis,  the  November  8,  2010  Meeting  Minutes  were  approved  with  corrections. 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

4.  Draft  Strategic  Plans  Presentation  and  Commissioner  Feedback  on  Department  Program  Areas. 

Sponsor:  Director  Melanie  Nutter  and  Commissioner  Johanna  Wald  (Explanatory  Documents:  Draft 
Strategic  Plans)  (Informational  Presentations  and  Discussion) 

A.  Toxics  Reduction.  Staff  Presenter:  Debbie  Raphael,  Toxics  Reduction  Program  Manager 
Director  Nutter  reported  that  the  Department  has  been  undertaking  a  Strategic  Plan  process 
starting  in  September  with  every  program  area  presenting  their  report  at  weekly  Senior  Staff 
meetings.  Today  there  is  an  opportunity  for  Commissioners  to  hear  a  presentation  of  four  Draft 
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Strategic  Plans  that  were  discussed  at  those  meetings.  Commissioners  will  have  an  opportunity  to 
comment  and  ask  questions  in  these  areas  before  it  comes  to  the  full  Commission. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  acknowledged  Ms.  Raphael's  Environmental  Champion  Award.  Ms. 
Raphael  reported  that  award  was  given  by  the  Environmental  Working  Group  to  the  Mayor,  herself, 
and  Senator  Leno  for  work  of  the  Toxics  Reduction  Program. 

Ms.  Raphael  introduced  staff  that  work  with  her  on  the  Toxics  Reduction  and  Green  Business 
Programs  that  include  (1)  Ms.  Cynthia  Knowles,  working  in  the  residential  sector  as  the  used  oil 
expert  and  toxics  reduction  champion  looking  at  safer  alternatives;  (2)  Ms.  Sraddha  Mehta  is  an 
honorary  member  of  the  Toxics  Reduction  team  who  is  technically  with  the  Environmental  Justice 
team;  (3)  Ms.  Anna  Frankel  works  in  the  Green  Business  program;  and  (4)  Ms.  Anna  Zimmerman 
focuses  on  the  commercial  sector  of  the  Toxics  Reduction  program  focusing  on  dry  cleaners  and 
the  janitorial  sector. 

Ms.  Raphael  reported  that  the  Toxics  Reduction  program  started  out  as  part  of  the  Solid  Waste 
Division  as  a  Hazardous  Waste  Management  Program.  If  you  look  at  programs  around  the  country, 
almost  every  city  has  a  household  hazardous  waste  program  where  the  focus  is  on  what  to  do  with 
your  toxic  products  when  you  are  done  with  them.  Just  being  very  good  at  disposing  of  them  is  not 
really  solving  the  problem  for  governments.  The  objective  is  to  look  upstream  to  figure  out  how  to 
get  the  toxic  chemicals  out  of  consumer  products.  The  program  name  was  changed  to  the  Toxics 
Reduction  Program  in  acknowledgement  of  the  fact  that  we  were  going  to  be  holistic  and  look 
upstream  as  well  as  have  the  best  disposal  program  in  the  country. 

Ms.  Raphael  reported  that  the  introductory  paragraphs  of  the  Strategic  Plan  Draft  are  reflective  of  a 
problem  statement.  The  problem  statement  is  that  we  have  tens  of  thousands  of  chemicals  in 
commerce  that  are  perfectly  legal  to  use,  but  we  don't  know  whether  they  are  safe  to  use.  In  fact, 
the  more  that  is  learned  about  them,  the  more  we  think  that  many  are  not  safe  to  use.  We  are  in 
this  dilemma  where  the  use  of  these  chemicals  is  perfectly  legal  from  a  federal  standpoint.  In  San 
Francisco,  the  Precautionary  Principle  has  been  adopted  that  says  that  it  is  no  longer  sufficient  to 
ask  is  something  legal  to  use.  It  is  also  not  sufficient  to  ask  is  it  safe  to  use.  If  you  ask  the  question 
if  it  is  safe,  it  depends  to  whom  you  are  asking  that  question.  The  only  answer  to  "is  it  safe"  is  more 
study.  Instead  we  have  to  ask  "is  it  necessary?"  Is  it  necessary  to  put  harmful  chemicals  in 
products?  That  then  becomes  the  basis  for  precautionary  thinking  and  an  alternatives  assessment 
where  we  answer  the  question  is  it  necessary  by  looking  for  safer  alternatives.  That  is  the 
underlying  principle  that  really  becomes  the  foundation  for  the  Toxics  Reduction  Program.  That  is 
what  these  introductory  paragraphs  are  getting  at.  Ms.  Raphael  explained  that  the  goals  and 
actions  are  very  much  aligned  with  the  idea  of  asking  the  question  "is  it  necessary"  and  identifying 
alternatives  to  identify  the  safer  alternative.  It  does  not  mean  that  we  ignore  the  disposal,  it  is  just 
not  sufficient  in  itself. 

Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  Director  Nutter  had  challenged  staff  on  how  we  set  priorities.  There  are 
thousands  of  products  and  chemicals.  How  as  a  program  do  you  prioritize  what  to  work  on? 
Decisions  have  been  made  and  not  everything  is  being  worked  on.  The  Strategic  Plan  Objectives 
show  nine  areas  that  have  been  decided  on.  The  introductory  paragraph  discusses  how  priorities 
are  set.  She  welcomed  the  Commission's  thoughts  on  how  priorities  are  set  and  what  filters  are 
used  to  analyze  the  program  areas.  She  explained  that  a  number  of  factors  are  looked  at.  An 
analysis  is  done  on  how  toxic  the  chemicals  are,  how  widely  they  are  used,  and  if  there  are 
alternatives  and  strategic  opportunities.  Strategic  opportunities  could  be  a  legislator,  a  Board  of 
Supervisors  member  who  all  of  a  sudden  thinks  that  one  issue  is  the  most  important  thing  and  the 
community  agrees  and  comes  up  with  an  Ordinance.  Or  it  could  be  that  we  read  a  report  on 
arsenic-treated  wood  and  conclude  that  we  have  thirty-one  play  structures  made  of  arsenic  treated 
wood.  We  then  ask  is  it  necessary  to  build  them  that  way  and  focus  on  arsenic  treated  wood.  Over 
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the  course  of  the  years  of  this  program,  a  combination  of  factors  led  to  the  nine  categories  identified 
in  Strategic  Plan  Goal  1,  Objective  A,  Actions  1-9  that  include  toxicity,  wide-spread  use,  availability 
of  safer  alternatives,  and  strategic  opportunities. 

Ms.  Raphael  reported  that  programs  are  divided  by  target  audience.  When  we  talk  about  the 
commercial  sector  and  we  want  to  change  the  behavior  there,  we  have  a  different  set  of 
opportunities  than  with  the  residential  sector.  With  the  commercial  sector,  we  have  found  that  they 
are  terribly  uninterested  in  our  message.  The  way  that  we  can  get  them  interested  is  by  offering 
financial  benefits.  Hence  was  born  the  Green  Business  Program  that  is  part  of  the  Toxics 
Reduction  Program.  Ms.  Raphael  reported  that  the  Toxics  Reduction  program  has  legal  authority  of 
oversight  of  Recology  operations  with  respect  to  paints,  pesticides  and  similar  products.  The  Zero 
Waste  Team  has  a  close  working  relationship  with  Recology  and  oversees  them  financially,  but 
they  do  not  have  regulatory  responsibility  over  them. 

Director  Nutter  reported  that  the  last  two  paragraphs  of  the  Toxics  Reduction  Strategic  Plan  Draft 
shows  tangible  metrics  of  what  has  been  achieved  with  all  of  the  work  that  has  been  done  in  the 
program  and  the  focus  in  the  coming  years.  Ms.  Raphael  reported  that  the  coming  years  are  about 
broadening  the  reach  in  the  Green  Business  Program  and  looking  at  particular  problem  product 
areas  such  as  pharmaceuticals  and  how  to  deal  with  those.  She  elaborated  on  Strategic  Plan  Goal 
1  Objectives  and  Actions  as  shown  in  pages  2  -  6  of  the  Toxics  Reduction  Draft  Strategic  Plan. 

Commissioner  Prakash  inquired  about  what  the  area  of  information  technology  encompasses.  Ms. 
Raphael  stated  that  there  is  a  federal  standard  that  was  developed  for  green  computers  called 
EPEAT  that  includes  three  categories:  certified,  silver  and  gold.  We  set  a  goal  of  silver  and  now  90 
percent  of  computers  are  silver.  Now  we  are  going  to  gold.  EPEAT  is  now  looking  at  servers 
because  they  use  a  large  amount  of  energy  and  multi-purpose  Xerox  machines.  Commissioner 
Prakash  stated  there  are  alternatives  to  reduce  server  costs  and  energy  consumption.  Ms.  Raphael 
asked  Commissioner  Prakash  to  provide  his  knowledge  in  future  discussions  on  this  topic.  She 
stated  that  as  consumers,  we  can  drive  the  market  and  have  a  fairly  large  reach  because  we  are 
fairly  large  institutional  consumers. 

Commissioner  Prakash  inquired  about  Recology's  system  for  picking  up  used  laptops.  Ms. 
Raphael  reported  that  people  can  call  Recology  to  pick  up  their  laptop  from  their  residence. 
However,  staff  suggests  that  people  bring  their  laptops  to  Goodwill  because  they  have  a 
phenomenal  program  to  refurbish  laptops  as  part  of  their  job-training  program.  Ms.  Knowles  stated 
that  Ms.  Zarrehparvar  of  the  Toxics  Reduction  Program  heads  the  e-waste  program  and  works  very 
hard  to  assure  that  recyclers  and  collectors  are  not  shipping  these  products  inappropriately. 

Director  Nutter  asked  what  items  could  be  added  to  the  list  in  2013.  Ms.  Raphael  stated  that 
triclosan  is  one  of  the  top  ingredients  on  the  list  to  be  considered.  She  stated  that  it  would  also  be 
interesting  to  see  if  anything  will  come  out  of  the  Green  Chemistry  initiative  that  helps  San 
Francisco  determine  what  we  can  do  policy-wise  to  spur  the  federal  and  the  state  governments  on 
the  bigger  picture.  Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  she  would  like  to  hold  a  discussion  at  a 
future  meeting  on  the  use  of  pesticides  and  herbicides  by  home  gardeners  in  the  city.  Ms.  Raphael 
reported  that  Ms.  Knowles  and  Ms.  Mehta  are  looking  at  Housing  Authority  pesticide  and  microbial 
use  as  a  broader  campaign. 

B.  Green  Building.  Staff  Presenter:  Debbie  Raphael,  Green  Building  Program  Manager  (10  minutes) 

Ms.  Raphael  introduced  Mr.  Richard  Chien  who  is  in  charge  of  the  private  sector  Green  Building 
program.  She  reported  that  the  Strategic  Plan  for  the  Green  Building  program  is  shorter  because  there 
are  considerably  fewer  people  that  are  working  in  the  program  and  it  is  a  smaller  project,  but  in  terms  of 
ambition,  it  is  huge.  When  this  program  started  in  1999,  LEED  had  just  come  to  be,  and  there  was  a 
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thought  that  maybe  we  should  convince  people  to  pay  attention  to  LEED.  Now  we  have  almost  200 
LEED  Accredited  Professionals  who  are  City  staff,  and  San  Francisco  has  more  LEED  buildings  than  in 
New  York  City  or  Los  Angeles.  It  is  no  longer  a  challenge  to  convince  people  that  they  need  to  pay 
attention.  Our  challenge  now  is  what  to  do  with  the  myriad  of  laws,  programs,  and  certifications  of 
programs  and  confusion  that  is  out  there.  What  is  our  role  because  we  are  so  small?  The  Green 
Building  Program  held  a  retreat  to  discuss  all  of  these  issues.  The  Green  Building  Strategic  Plan 
introductory  paragraphs  acknowledge  the  fact  that  Green  Building  is  an  integral  process  that  integrates 
the  natural  environment  with  the  built  environment.  It  is  about  facilitating  communication.  The  goal  is 
that  all  new  and  existing  buildings  are  green,  and  that  they  are  green  in  a  meaningful  way.  Ms. 
Raphael  stated  that  the  recent  retreat  and  other  discussions  have  identified  impact  opportunities  in 
three  main  areas  of  focus  that  include:  (Strategic  Plan  Draft  pages  2-3) 

•  Integrating  current  Green  Building  policies  and  communicating  them  effectively  to  affected 
parties  intra-departmentally  and  inter-departmentally.  Green  Building  team  to  help  integrate 
building  codes  and  rules  at  city,  regional,  state  and  national  scales. 

•  Enforcing  and  incentivizing  current  green  building  requirements. 

•  Quantification  and  communication  of  green  building  outcomes  and  benefits. 

Ms.  Raphael  discussed  the  Green  Building  goal  to  enhance  environmental  performance  of  buildings  in 
San  Francisco  to  reduce  costs  while  increasing  efficiency  and  livability  and  elaborated  on  the 
objectives  and  actions  to  support  this  goal.  She  stated  that  objectives  consist  of  working  on  policies 
and  practices,  incentives  and  technical  assistance,  and  education  and  outreach  to  stakeholders. 
(Pages  2-3). 

Commissioner  Prakash  inquired  about  the  types  of  financing  being  thought  about  for  GreenFinance 
SF.  Mr.  Chien  reported  that  the  focus  of  GreenFinance  SF  was  originally  on  small  single-family  two-to- 
four  unit  buildings  but  federal  regulators  put  a  freeze  on  this.  It  is  possible  that  the  existing  enabling 
legislation  for  the  original  program  can  be  used  for  commercial  properties.  The  City  wouldn't  actually 
facilitate  the  funding  or  issue  bonds  on  behalf  of  these  aggregated  small  projects.  The  individual 
commercial  property  owner  would  find  their  own  financing,  and  the  City  would  secure  the  repayment 
with  a  PACE  lien.  The  City  would  have  less  of  a  direct  role,  but  use  the  same  powers  of  the  special 
tax  district  it  established  for  the  initial  residential  program. 

Mr.  Chien  stated  that  33  million  dollars  was  going  to  support  residential  PACE  in  California  through  the 
second  round  of  ARRA  funding,  but  now  in  light  of  the  PACE  freeze,  the  state  is  using  the  grant  money 
to  build  a  central  web  portal  available  across  the  state  through  the  Energy  Upgrade  California  brand. 
There  will  be  a  financing  clearing  house  that  will  be  managed  by  the  state  Treasurer's  Office.  There 
will  be  pre-vetted  products  available,  either  secured  or  unsecured  loans  for  homeowners,  and  interest 
rate  buy-down  money  through  state  funded  grant  funds  in  some  jurisdictions.  There  have  been  some 
contractors  identified  who  are  going  to  set  up  the  web  portal  and  help  the  state  treasurer  find  the 
financing  clearing  house. 

Mr.  Manion  inquired  about  how  commercial  is  being  defined.  Mr.  Chien  stated  that  it  could  include 
multi-family,  commercial,  industrial,  and  multi-family  apartment  buildings.  For  the  owner  arranged 
program  where  a  property  owner  is  in  good  enough  standing  with  their  mortgage  holder,  they  could 
potentially  get  the  consent  of  the  mortgage  holder  and  take  out  additional  debt  against  the  property.  It 
is  a  limited  subset  of  commercial  property  owners  which  wili  probably  be  some  of  the  larger 
commercial  office  buildings. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  inquired  about  LEED  Neighborhood  Development  (ND)  because  when  we  talk 
about  storm  water  or  district  energy,  we  need  to  think  about  more  than  one  building  at  a  time.  Mr. 
Chien  reported  that  there  was  a  LEED  ND  pilot  that  was  done  for  a  Schlage  lock  site  in  partnership 
with  the  Redevelopment  Agency  Planning  Department  and  Universal  Paragon  Corporation,  the 
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developer.  The  lessons  learned  there  were  that  a  lot  of  the  standard  planning  practices  and  all  of  the 
environmental  patchwork  of  green  building  requirements  that  Ms.  Raphael  referenced  earlier  does  get 
us  far  to  achieve  a  good  baseline  LEED  ND  score  just  based  on  our  local  requirements.  There  is  quite 
a  lot  of  work  involved  in  providing  documentation  to  get  a  LEED  certification.  For  urban  infill,  it  may  not 
be  the  optimal  way  to  get  to  good  environmental  outcomes  for  a  large  plan  area.  Some  of  the  other 
large  plan  areas  underway  are  using  LEED  ND  as  a  baseline  comparison,  and  some  are  going  for 
actual  certification.  What  we  are  finding  is  that  by  digging  in  outside  of  some  of  the  LEED  ND 
framework,  it  may  be  a  more  effective  way  to  insure  real  strong  environmental  outcomes  for  some  of 
these  larger  projects. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  it  is  important  that  we  don't  lose  track  of  the  broader  multiple 
benefits  when  we  look  building-by-building,  especially  for  projects  such  as  the  Treasure  Island  and 
Candlestick  storm-water  systems  and  district  heating.  Mr.  Chien  stated  that  the  Green  Building  team 
has  been  more  involved  in  some  of  those  larger  projects  in  the  past  than  at  the  present  time.  From 
what  is  being  seen  by  looking  at  Sustainability  Plans  for  those  plan  areas,  there  is  a  good  foundation 
for  a  lot  of  it.  It  is  important  to  stay  on  top  of  and  track  the  plan  as  it  moves  through  these  very  long 
development  processes  to  make  sure  there  are  teeth  behind  the  requirements. 

C.  Environmental  Justice.  Staff  Presenters:  Anne  Eng,  Environmental  Justice  Program  Manager  and 
Sraddha  Mehta,  Environmental  Justice  Grant  Program  Manager 

Ms.  Eng  introduced  Environmental  Justice  program  staff,  Ms.  Sraddha  Mehta  and  Mr.  Raymond 
Manion  who  shares  his  time  between  the  Energy  and  Environmental  Justice  programs.  She  reported 
that  Ms.  Mei  Ling  Hui  also  helps  the  Environmental  Justice  program  doing  urban  agriculture  work  with 
support  of  Environmental  Justice  resources.  She  stated  that  the  Environmental  Justice  program  is  a 
ten-year  old  program  that  has  been  administering  City  grant  funding  to  several  non-profit  groups 
serving  the  Bayview  Hunters  Point  and  Potrero  neighborhoods.  An  amount  of  $13  million  came  to  the 
Department  of  the  Environment  from  the  state  in  1998.  A  Request  for  Proposals  (RFP)  was  issued  so 
non-profits  would  apply  on  a  competitive  basis  annually  for  grant-funding.  The  application  process  now 
is  for  every  two  years  because  over  $11  million  of  the  $13  million  grant  award  has  been  given  out.  The 
last  funding  cycle  is  being  administered  which  will  be  spent  until  2012.  (See  Strategic  Draft  narrative  for 
a  program  description.) 

Ms.  Eng  reported  that  the  next  two  years  is  being  seen  as  a  transition  period  for  Environmental  Justice 
staff  that  will  no  longer  be  serving  as  grant  managers  and  instead  will  expand  their  roles  in  providing 
direct  services  such  as  educational  workshops  and  program  management  work.  Priorities  and  time 
allocations  will  be  shifted.  This  Strategic  Plan  will  reflect  past  work  that  has  been  accomplished  with  the 
group  of  grantees.  One  example  is  the  work  of  Literacy  for  Environmental  Justice  (LEJ)  who  was 
awarded  a  grant  in  2001  and  has  finally  finished  their  Eco-Center  at  Herons  Head  Park  Education 
Center  this  year.  That  was  a  ten-year  relationship  that  staff  monitored,  helped,  guided,  supported, 
nurtured,  and  helped  to  overcome  obstacles  as  the  project  evolved.  Staff  is  still  working  with  LEJ  now 
to  support  the  final  stage  of  LEED  certification  for  that  building.  Commissioner  Gravanis  asked  for  an 
update  on  the  LEJ  Eco  Center  occupancy  permit  and  suggested  that  the  project  is  better  than  LEED 
platinum.  Ms.  Eng  spoke  of  the  challenges  that  were  faced  working  with  non-profit  grant  recipients  that 
have  limited  capacity.  Many  were  not  very  well  established  and  were  small  non-profits  working  in  the 
southeast  corner  serving  those  most  vulnerable.  Many  of  the  grant  recipients  have  grown  through  time 
and  others  have  struggled. 

Ms.  Eng  discussed  the  Environmental  Justice  Program  Strategic  Plan  Draft  narrative  that  defines 
environmental  justice  and  the  program's  role  (page  1,  paragraph  1).  She  discussed  the  barriers  that 
residents  in  the  City's  poorer  and  most  vulnerable  neighborhoods  are  currently  facing  and  will  be  facing 
with  the  advent  of  climate  change  (page  1 ,  paragraph  2).  She  elaborated  on  the  Department  of 
Environment's  programs  to  promote  environmental  sustainability  and  economic  opportunities  in  the 
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city's  low-income  neighborhoods  by  promoting  renewable  energy,  energy  conservation  and  efficiency, 
food  security,  air  quality,  and  environmental  justice.  The  Environmental  Justice  program  will  be  taking 
a  leadership  role  in  developing  green  jobs  and  the  green  economy  that  will  support  training  programs 
and  help  integrate  resource  conservation,  energy  efficiency  and  green  building  principles  into  training 
curriculum.  Work  will  be  accomplished  in  conjunction  with  neighborhood  groups  on  educating  the 
community  about  the  benefits  of  using  cleaner  alternative  fuels,  helping  local  groups  develop 
community  gardens  and  urban  farms,  and  reducing  indoor  air  po  lution  and  asthma  triggers  in  low- 
income  housing  (page  1  paragraphs  3-5). 

Ms.  Eng  reported  that  Strategic  Plan  Goal  1  is  to  protect  the  environment  and  public  health  in 
environmental  justice  neighborhoods  in  San  Francisco  and  support  the  capacity  and  education  of  local 
residents  to  address  environmental  justice  concerns.  Ms.  Mehta  discussed  Objective  A,  to  improve  air 
quality  in  environmental  justice  neighborhoods,  Action  1 .  She  stated  that  the  Environmental  Justice 
program  received  a  grant  from  the  Centers  for  Disease  Control  (CDC)  to  address  asthma  disparities  in 
the  Hunters  Point  neighborhood.  As  a  part  of  that  grant,  they  are  focusing  on  public  housing  that  would 
address  some  of  the  substandard  housing  issues  that  lead  to  poor  indoor  air  quality  and  exacerbate  the 
asthma  disparities  in  the  community.  She  and  Ms.  Knowles  prepared  a  study  focusing  on  the  Alice 
Griffith  public-housing  complex  and  found  that  a  lot  of  the  homes  have  major  mold  and  pest  issues. 
Residents  are  relying  on  toxic  cleaning  and  pest  control  products  to  address  these  issues  as  is  the 
Housing  Authority.  With  the  use  of  CDC  grant  funding,  plans  are  to  convene  a  group  of  stakeholders 
including  community  residents  to  identify  a  strategic  plan  on  how  to  address  these  issues.  Ms.  Eng 
explained  that  the  CDC  grant  is  initially  for  one  year  with  an  option  for  renewal  upon  successful 
completion  of  the  one-year  deliverables.  There  is  also  the  possibility  of  reapplying  for  implementation 
following  this  initial  two-year  effort.  If  the  project  turns  out  to  be  effective  and  successful,  it  could  turn 
out  to  be  a  seven  year-project.  Ms.  Eng  provided  additional  information  on  actions  in  Objective  A  to 
improve  air  quality  in  environmental  justice  neighborhoods  and  Objective  B  to  promote  neighborhood 
resiliency  and  improve  quality  of  life  (pages  2-3). 

Commissioner  Prakash  stated  that  he  has  read  how  lower-income  and  public-housing  have  higher 
rates  of  asthma.  He  stated  that  in  New  York  and  Chicago,  they  retrofitted  radiators,  boilers,  and  air 
conditioning  HVAC  systems.  The  result  was  that  energy  efficiencies  were  increased  by  30  -  40%  so 
that  bills  were  significantly  lower,  and  air  quality  was  40  to  50%  better.  A  lot  of  the  public  living  in  this 
type  of  housing  have  sick-building  syndrome.  A  lot  of  it  has  to  do  with  the  mold  and  the  pesticide,  but  it 
is  also  from  the  whole  infrastructure,  such  as  the  appliances  that  came  with  the  home.  New  York  City 
and  the  New  York  Council's  goal  had  been  to  retrofit  their  entire  public-housing  infrastructure. 

Ms.  Mehta  reported  that  a  staff  person  had  worked  on  the  boiler  systems  in  some  Bayview  public- 
housing  developments  and  reported  on  some  of  the  poor  indoor  air-quality  issues  that  were  attributed 
to  boiler  system  leaks.  For  example,  boilers  at  Alice  Griffith  Public  Housing  had  leaked  for  long  periods 
of  time.  These  leaks  resulted  in  boiler  water  vaporizing  into  the  flue  gases  which  discharged  into  the 
atmosphere.  Also,  the  leaks  resulted  in  the  flooding  of  boiler  rooms.  There  is  definitely  a  need  for 
retrofits  and  even  replacement,  in  many  cases.  The  Housing  Authority  has  indicated  that  they  have  a 
limited  budget  to  deal  with  these  issues.  There  is  also  reluctance  on  their  part  to  invest  in  some  of 
these  repairs  or  replacements  because  they  are  planning  to  tear  down  most  of  these  developments  and 
redevelop  and  have  already  started  redevelopment  on  a  few  sites.    Part  of  what  is  planned  for  the 
CDC  grant  is  to  identify  policies  to  urge  the  Housing  Authority  to  move  in  the  right  direction  to  address 
some  of  these  issues.  Ms  .Knowles  stated  that  one  project  that  is  being  worked  on  is  a  pilot  program 
with  the  Housing  Authority  on  the  Sunnydale  housing  units  to  do  Integrated  Pest  Management  (IPM) 
work.  The  program  is  now  voluntary,  but  there  is  a  desire  to  make  it  City  policy  so  that  the  Housing 
Authority  is  required  to  follow  the  IPM  Ordinance.  The  Policy  Committee  may  be  asked  for  their  support 
to  make  this  happen  in  the  future.  A  quote  has  been  requested  from  a  pest  control  operator  that 
practices  IPM.  Ms.  Mehta  reported  that  she  is  working  on  developing  future  policies  for  existing 
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buildings.  Ms.  Eng  discussed  Hope  SF  that  would  help  rebuild  several  of  the  housing  complexes  to  be 
green  in  the  next  couple  of  decades. 

Director  Nutter  reported  that  Mr.  Broomhead  discussed  the  Energy  Strategic  Plan  and  the  SF  Home 
Improvement  Performance  program  (HIP)  that  relates  to  this  issue.  Although  it  is  not  work  that  is  being 
done  in  conjunction  with  the  Housing  Authority,  the  program  looks  at  individual  homes  as  a  whole 
system  and  could  address  some  of  these  mold  and  poor  indoor  air  quality  issues. 

Mr.  Manion  reported  that  the  SF  HIP  program  will  be  providing  incentives  to  homeowners  and  looking 
to  pilot  two-to-four  unit  buildings.  Home  performance  testing  is  for  the  whole  building.  Right  now  there 
are  a  lot  of  two-to-four  unit  buildings  in  San  Francisco  where  one  of  the  units  may  want  to  participate, 
but  the  technology  is  for  the  whole  building.  He  discussed  local,  state  and  federal  incentives  that  are 
available  so  that  a  homeowner  can  do  a  home  performance  upgrade  or  retrofit.  He  stated  that  it  would 
be  a  good  idea  to  encapsulate  this  program  in  the  Housing  Authority.  Ms.  Mehta  stated  that  Mr.  Chien 
had  reported  that  at  least  one  public  housing  site  is  using  EPA's  indoor  air  plus  guidelines. 

D.  Environment  Now.  Staff  Presenter:  Donnie  Oliveira,  Green  Jobs  Coordinator. 

Director  Nutter  reported  that  Environment  Now!  is  an  excellent  and  unique  program  that  provides  a 
triple  benefit  for  the  Department  because  it  looks  at  true  sustainability  that  helps  our  urban 
environment,  creates  jobs,  and  employs  people  from  the  community  to  work  on  social-cohesion  and 
community-resiliency  issues. 

Mr.  Oliveira  presented  a  narrative  of  the  Environment  Now!  Strategic  Plan  Draft  (see  pages  1-2).  He 
reported  that  the  Environment  Now  program  was  initially  part  of  the  City's  larger  JobsNow  program  that 
came  through  ARRA  TANF  funds  for  assistance  to  needy  families.  At  the  onset  of  the  program,  the 
Department  chose  to  employ  100  JobsNow  participants,  but  maxed  out  at  approximately  70.  The 
design  at  the  time  was  a  project  based  on  the  green  jobs  training  program.  The  idea  was  to  focus  on 
eco-literacy,  environmental  awareness  and  training  for  grassroots  outreach,  community  leadership  and 
to  promote  grassroots  organizing.  While  many  of  the  traditional  city  job  training  programs  focused  on 
technical  pragmatic  skills  such  as  installing  solar  panels  and  working  on  energy-  efficiency  retrofits,  the 
Department's  program  wanted  to  focus  on  people  skills  and  interpersonal  relationships  and  on  the  other 
positions  in  the  green  sector  that  don't  always  get  funded.  When  the  ARRA  funds  ran  out,  the 
Department  chose  to  institutionalize  the  program  by  internally  funding  the  Environment  Now  program  at 
a  smaller,  but  still  substantial  size.  There  are  still  18  job  trainees  in  the  program  who  are  in  month  three 
of  year  two. 

Mr.  Oliveira  stated  that  the  origin  of  the  term  green  jobs  came  from  the  northwest  from  a  non-profit 
organization  based  in  Seattle  that  talked  about  green  jobs  for  the  Emerald  State.  One  of  the 
godmothers  of  this  movement,  San  Francisco  State  University  Professor  Raquel  Pinderhughes,  took 
the  term  and  applied  it  to  the  green-collar  economy,  and  thus  the  green  jobs  movement  was  born.  It 
was  manifested  in  2007  with  the  Green  Jobs  Act  which  authorized  $125  million  per  year  to  create  an 
Energy  Efficiency  and  Renewable  Energy  Worker  training  program  as  an  amendment  to  the  Workforce 
Investment  Act.  Now  it  is  taking  on  its  own  life  throughout  the  country.  What  happened  in  the  green 
jobs  movement  was  that  workforce  development  agencies  were  adding  the  green  segment  to  their 
systems.  The  unique  part  of  Environment  Now  is  that  the  Department  was  a  green  agency  that  added 
workforce  development  with  a  focus  on  eco-literacy. 

Mr.  Oliveira  reported  that  in  2009  the  state  of  California  defined  green  jobs  as  any  activity  or  service 
that  performs  the  following: 

•  Generating  and  storing  renewable  energy 

•  Recycling  existing  materials 

•  Energy  efficient  product  manufacturing,  distribution,  construction,  installation,  and  maintenance 
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•  Education,  compliance  and  awareness 

•  Natural  and  sustainable  product  manufacturing 

The  Department  of  the  Environment  is  really  focused  on  the  education,  compliance  and  awareness 
definition.  The  objective  is  to  train  staff  to  communicate  the  messaging  of  our  department  and  the 
larger  ecological  environmental  awareness  and  sustainability  issues.  We  are  trying  to  develop  the  next 
wave  of  environmental  stewards  for  our  city  and  planet.  The  primary  goal  is  to  promote  workforce 
readiness  and  eco-literacy  through  a  combination  of  practical  hands-on  training  and  experience.  That 
includes  everything  from  grassroots  outreach,  door-to-door  canvassing,  phone  banking,  going  to 
businesses,  supporting  programs  through  attending  events,  speaking  at  community  agencies  and 
neighborhood  associations,  tree-planting,  and  outreach.  Program  staff  worked  on  the  Living  Roof  at  1 
South  Van  Ness  Avenue.  They  are  very  eager  to  take  on  any  opportunities. 

Mr.  Oliveira  elaborated  on  Strategic  Plan  Program  Goals  1  -  3  and  Objectives  and  Actions  to  reach 
goals  as  detailed  in  pages  2  -4  of  the  Environment  Now!  Strategic  Plan. 

•  Goal  1 :  Advance  social  equity  in  the  environmental  field  through  job  training  opportunities  to  San 
Franciscans  from  diverse  multicultural  communities. 

•  Goal  2.  Engage  and  strengthen  communities  by  providing  access  to  citywide  environmental 
programs,  projects,  and  initiatives. 

•  Goal  3.  Collaborate  with  outside  partners  to  expand  the  green  economy  in  San  Francisco  by 
promoting  employment  training  and  job  placement  opportunities. 

Director  Nutter  reported  that  the  Environment  Now  program  is  such  a  great  compliment  to  the 
Department  and  all  of  the  other  programs  in  the  Department.  She  explained  that  the  Department  has  a 
number  of  legislative  directives  that  mandate  certain  actions.  The  Environment  Now  program  is  an 
effective  tool  to  achieve  our  goals  by  providing  staff  to  be  out  in  the  community  to  have  a  dialogue  with 
the  public  about  how  to  comply  with  many  of  these  mandates.  Through  developing  relationships  and 
often  working  in  communities  with  friends  and  neighbors,  the  Environment  Now  staff  has  been 
successful  at  inspiring  behavior  change  in  hard  to  reach  communities.  Secondly,  the  Department  has  a 
vision  of  playing  a  more  critical  role  in  the  green  jobs  and  green  economy  sector  than  in  the  past,  even 
though  a  lot  of  good  work  has  been  accomplished  thus  far.  She  stated  that  this  is  one  of  the  main 
programs  that  the  Department  will  be  seeking  funding  for  in  the  next  year  through  grants,  foundation 
support  and  from  other  department  work  orders  who  might  want  to  employ  Environment  Now  staff  for 
some  of  their  programs. 

Commissioner  Prakash  asked  if  the  Department  works  with  other  San  Francisco  institutions  such  as 
community  colleges  on  green  job  training.  Mr.  Oliveira  reported  that  there  is  frequent  collaboration  with 
Friends  of  the  Urban  Forest,  Environmental  Justice  grantees,  colleges,  universities,  and  other  City 
agencies.  Commissioner  Prakash  reported  that  he  has  talked  with  people  from  the  Community  College 
Board  who  are  always  talking  about  looking  to  expand  their  green-jobs  training  program.  Mr.  Oliveira 
stated  that  there  is  ongoing  collaboration  on  this  effort.  There  are  a  lot  of  job-training  programs  where 
we  are  all  accessing  the  same  resources,  and  there  is  oftentimes  overstress  of  the  system. 
Department  staff  is  working  with  the  City  College  campus  to  do  a  "green  blitz"  next  semester  in 
January.  There  will  be  a  presence  on  campus  for  two  weeks  to  talk  about  the  environment  and  share 
information.  There  will  be  twelve  people  in  the  Excelsior  district  doing  door-to-door  outreach  for  zero 
waste,  and  four  people  in  District  5  doing  Energy  Watch  business  outreach.  Every  day  there  are 
anywhere  from  12-18  people  walking  around  San  Francisco  talking  about  our  programs  that  includes 
zero  waste,  toxics  reduction,  Energy  Watch,  etc.  There  will  be  a  robust  program  rollout  for  201 1  that 
will  include  the  IPM  Program,  Cell  Phone  Ordinance,  Outreach,  compliance,  and  many  other  projects. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  inquired  how  many  people  the  Department  will  be  able  to  fund  for  the 
Environment  Now  program  through  fundraising  efforts.  Director  Nutter  stated  that  she  and  Deputy 
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Director  Assmann  reviewed  the  initial  Department  budget  today.  There  are  different  pots  of  money  that 
can  be  allocated  to  different  places  depending  on  Department  priorities.  She  stated  that  the  number  of 
staff  that  will  be  funded  has  not  yet  been  determined,  but  that  the  biggest  goal  and  priority  right  now  in 
terms  of  sustainable  funding  is  for  Environment  Now.  Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  she  has  seen 
Environment  Now  staff  at  street  fairs,  tabling,  and  other  events  and  has  been  impressed  by  their 
enthusiasm  and  how  they  engage  people  walking  by  in  an  assertive  and  friendly  way.  Mr.  Oliveira 
reported  on  the  quantifiable  evolution  made  by  Environment  Now  staff  from  the  beginning  of  the 
program  to  now.  Ms.  Knowles  reported  that  Environment  Now  staff  has  enabled  the  Toxics  Reduction 
program  to  achieve  goals  and  objectives  that  may  otherwise  have  not  been  met.  Mr.  Oliveira  stated 
that  at  the  beginning  of  the  program  there  was  an  uncertainty  about  the  impact  the  JobsNow 
participants  could  actually  have  and  the  level  of  accountability  that  the  program  would  bring. 
Substantial  results  were  actually  produced  that  could  justify  additional  funding.  These  folks  were 
producing  quantifiable  change  in  communities  on  composting  and  recycling  and  the  Energy  Watch 
program.  There  is  actually  someone  from  the  Environment  Now  program  that  actually  works  with  Ms. 
Knowles  on  the  used  motor  oil  program.  Director  Nutter  stated  that  the  Department  appreciates  the 
work  that  Mr.  Oliveira  has  done  in  running  such  a  challenging  program  that  takes  someone  with  a  lot  of 
talent,  skill  and  commitment  to  get  it  off  the  ground  and  running. 

Director  Nutter  reported  that  Strategic  Plan  Drafts  for  Zero  Waste,  Clean  Transportation,  Outreach,  and 
Urban  Forestry  would  be  scheduled  for  discussion  at  the  next  Policy  Committee  meeting. 
Commissioner  Gravanis  inquired  about  Director  Nutter's  Strategic  Plan  section  that  would  glue  all  of  the 
report  sections  together.  She  stated  that  it  seems  that  the  City  no  longer  has  a  Sustainability  Plan. 
There  was  a  Sustainability  Plan  adopted  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  in  1996  which  has  not  been 
worked  on  since  then.  During  discussions  regarding  updating  the  Plan,  the  idea  was  that  the  Strategic 
Plan  would  replace  the  Sustainability  Plan.  In  many  ways  it  does,  but  there  does  not  seem  to  be  a 
policy  framework  that  the  more  specific  goals  and  actions  fit  into.  As  an  example,  in  regards  to 
environmental  justice,  there  is  no  overall  goal  of  ending  environmental  injustice.  That  is  what  this  old 
plan  did  provide. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  the  Department's  Strategic  Plan  lists  the  quantitative  commitments 
that  the  Department  makes  to  fulfill  within  a  certain  amount  of  time,  so  there  can't  be  a  commitment  to 
doing  things  that  funding  and  staff  is  not  available  for.  Nevertheless,  it  would  be  nice  to  have  a  wish  list 
of  where  we  would  like  to  see  the  City  even  with  respect  to  things  that  aren't  part  of  our  Strategic  Plan 
like  biodiversity,  wildlife  and  water  (wastewater,  water  supply).  The  Public  Utilities  Commission  is  doing 
a  good  job  on  water,  although  it  would  be  nice  to  have  more  involvement.  She  asked  if  the  Strategic 
Plan  could  be  updated  in  the  next  year  to  include  more  than  the  Department's  specific  three-year 
commitments  and  thus  serve  as  a  Sustainability  Plan  as  well.  Director  Nutter  stated  that  it  is  important 
to  consider  how  a  Sustainability  Plan  could  be  used  because  that  would  then  dictate  how  much  time 
and  effort  could  be  put  towards  doing  something  above  and  beyond  the  Strategic  Plan,  the  Department 
Climate  Action  Plan,  and  the  Community-wide  Climate  Action  Plan  that  will  be  released  next  year.  She 
would  like  to  review  the  Strategic  Plan  and  see  how  it  fits  into  what  we  are  already  creating  and  see  if 
any  additional  pieces  could  be  added  to  the  Strategic  Plan. 

Director  Nutter  stated  that  she  is  planning  to  prepare  a  high-level  vision  statement  on  all  of  the  program 
strategic  plans  that  would  elaborate  on  how  all  the  Department  plans  connect,  what  the  themes  are, 
what  we  are  working  to  achieve,  what  the  large  goals  are,  and  what  the  metrics  are.  She  is  open  to 
looking  at  what  the  use  of  an  updated  Sustainability  Plan  would  be  and  how  it  would  be  different  than 
all  of  the  documentation  that  is  being  worked  on  as  well  as  identifying  what  the  required  resources 
would  be  to  put  something  like  that  together.  She  asked  Commissioners  how  they  would  see  a 
Sustainability  Plan  for  the  city  being  used  as  opposed  to  our  Community-wide  Climate  Action  Plan  that 
might  have  a  lot  of  elements.  What  are  the  additional  elements  of  a  Sustainability  Plan,  and  who  is  the 
audience?  Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  the  Plan  would  be  for  the  general  public  so  they  can  go 
to  the  Department's  website  and  see  what  the  Department  cares  about.  If  all  they  see  are  projects  for 
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which  there  is  available  funding,  then  they  might  get  a  limited  idea  of  what  we  care  about.  What  is  not 
talked  about  much  in  the  Climate  Plan  is  wildlife  and  biodiversity.  There  was  some  discussion,  but 
some  of  the  things  that  we  do  care  about,  like  encouraging  tree  planting  everywhere  to  sequester  more 
carbon,  can  hurt  biological  diversity  by  favoring  species  that  like  a  tree-dominated  habitat  as  opposed 
to  those  that  require  coastal  scrub,  grasslands,  or  other  non-tree  habitat.  Commissioner  Gravanis 
stated  that  there  could  be  things  that  could  be  worked  on  that  do  not  require  spending  a  lot  of  money 
and  may  be  accomplished  through  the  assistance  of  volunteer  groups  who  may  want  to  get  involved  in 
stewardship  hands-on  ecological  restoration  projects.  It  is  not  suggested  that  the  Sustainability  Plan 
would  create  an  obligation  to  spend  money  that  is  not  available,  but  as  a  means  to  provide  for  a  more 
well  rounded  image  in  terms  of  our  interests  in  the  overall  environment  and  to  guide  future  fundraising 
efforts. 

Director  Nutter  stated  that  one  other  document  that  is  available  and  includes  environmental  goals  is  SF 
Forward.  Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  SF  Forward  does  not  discuss  nature.  Director  Nutter 
stated  that  it  is  important  to  take  an  inventory  of  all  of  the  different  documentation  that  is  available  and 
identify  what  we  have  and  what  is  still  needed.  It  may  be  possible  to  add  on  to  some  components  that 
we  already  have  and  see  where  it  fits. 

Ms.  Eng  reported  that  she  had  worked  on  the  Sustainability  Plan  and  what  she  finds  so  remarkable  was 
the  community  engagement  around  the  Plan,  which  predates  the  Department.  It  took  400  volunteers 
who  just  worked  on  putting  their  vision  together  and  articulating  some  of  the  broad  goals  and 
objectives.  The  Plan  was  approved  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  but  was  not  fully  embraced  to  make 
sure  objectives  were  reached.  It  was  a  visioning  document  at  the  time  when  this  Department  did  not 
exist.  Now  that  the  Department  has  100  people  and  $15  million  a  year  committed  to  greening  the  city 
and  promoting  sustainability,  we  got  so  far  beyond  that.  What  that  can  still  give  to  us  is  the  community 
engagement  process.  Maybe  there  is  a  way  to  reengage  with  hundreds  of  people  to  discuss  how  to 
move  forward  for  the  next  decade  and  work  with  stakeholders  to  identify  three  top  priorities  or  policy 
goals  and  have  something  that  would  be  practical  and  implementable  in  articulating  our  vision  beyond 
the  three-year  plan. 

Director  Nutter  stated  that  the  Sustainability  Plan  actually  does  relate  to  the  Community  Engagement 
Plan  that  the  Outreach  team  has  been  tasked  with  putting  together  for  next  year.  It  wasn't  yet  clear 
what  the  outcome  of  that  engagement  process  was  going  to  be,  but  the  idea  is  to  engage  hundreds  of 
stakeholders  and  volunteers  to  talk  about  the  green  future  of  San  Francisco.  A  Sustainability  Plan 
citywide  vision  document  could  be  a  product  of  that  year  long  public-engagement  process. 

5.  Director's  Report  and  Updates.  Speaker:  Melanie  Nutter,  Director  (Informational  Report  and 
Discussion) 

Director  Nutter  reported  that  the  Mayor  is  going  to  be  heading  to  his  new  position  to  the  state  of 
California  in  the  New  Year.  As  a  result,  the  Department  has  been  very  busy  working  to  move  forward  a 
lot  of  pending  policies,  ordinances,  and  programs.  The  focus  has  been  to  wrap  up  a  number  of 
priorities  that  the  Mayor  has  had,  and  the  Department  of  the  Environment  has  played  a  role  in.  One 
priority  is  working  on  the  existing  Commercial  Building  Ordinance  with  the  Public  Utilities  Commission, 
Board  of  Supervisors  Land  Use  Committee,  the  Mayor's  Office,  and  Department  staff.  It's  a  complex 
policy  and  there  are  negotiating  points  to  be  sorted  out  as  well  as  identifying  funding  opportunities  on 
how  to  move  forward.  The  mandate  would  state  that  any  commercial  building  that  is  10,000  square 
feet  and  over  would  be  required  to  benchmark  their  energy  use  as  well  as  have  an  energy  audit  within  a 
time  certain.  That  means  that  the  Department  will  be  busy  implementing  this  ordinance  that  would  apply 
to  about  2500  buildings  that  would  be  benchmarked  or  energy  audited  within  a  four-month  period  with  a 
notification  year  at  the  outset.  It  would  make  huge  impacts  for  energy  efficiency,  energy  use,  and  job 
creation.  Auditors  will  be  employed  on  a  consistent  basis  in  San  Francisco.  The  ordinance  will  improve 
the  business  bottom  line  for  building  owners  who  will  save  money  and  be  able  to  market  their  buildings. 
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There  are  a  few  other  cities  that  have  the  same  type  of  ordinance,  e.g.,  New  York  and  Seattle,  but  San 
Francisco's  is  the  most  aggressive  existing  Commercial  Building  Ordinance  in  the  country.  The 
Ordinance  has  been  at  the  Board  of  Supervisors  Land  Use  Committee  and  will  be  heard  there  again 
one  more  time  in  the  New  Year  and  then  hopefully  to  the  new  Board  for  passage  in  January. 

Director  Nutter  stated  that  she  has  been  spending  a  lot  of  time  working  with  Supervisor  Mirkarimi  on  a 
pharmaceutical  disposal  program.  The  Department  has  been  holding  discussions  with  the  Mayor's 
Office  who  has  done  a  lot  of  work  trying  to  set  up  an  industry-funded  program.  It  has  secured  funding, 
and  a  lot  of  stakeholders  were  brought  to  the  table.  There  are  a  few  key  missing  pieces  which  are  that 
Walgreens  and  Safeway  have  not  agreed  to  participate  or  to  promote  drug  disposal  at  other 
pharmacies.  It  looks  like  the  Supervisor  might  re-introduce  legislation  which  would  mandate  an 
industry-funded  disposal  program  in  San  Francisco.  That  legislation  is  pending  and  could  be  coming 
back  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  tomorrow.  It  has  been  continued  about  four  times  to  allow  for 
stakeholder  discussions,  for  reaching  out  to  the  community,  and  to  see  whether  the  Police  Department 
is  willing  and  has  the  required  funding  to  take  back  the  controlled-substances.  There  will  be  a 
pharmaceutical  disposal  program  in  San  Francisco  in  the  future  beyond  what  has  already  being  done, 
which  is  the  mail-in  envelopes. 

Director  Nutter  reported  that  there  have  been  a  few  minor  changes  to  the  Cell  Phone  Ordinance.  The 
Integrated  Pest  Management  update  was  given  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  today.  Director  Nutter 
attended  a  press  conference  with  the  Mayor  at  Sunset  Reservoir  where  an  announcement  was  made  of 
San  Francisco's  100%  renewable  goal  by  2020.  It  is  a  grant  funded  project  for  a  plan  to  look  at 
inventorying  all  of  the  research  that  is  current  available  and  identifying  areas  where  we  need  more 
research,  funding,  and  the  best  opportunities  for  bringing  in  renewables  to  San  Francisco.  A  Mayor's 
Task  Force  will  be  formed  in  the  next  few  weeks  to  help  push  that  forward. 

Director  Nutter  announced  that  the  Department  was  one  of  the  winners  of  a  Great  Race  for  Clean  Air 
for  having  the  most  employees  ride  their  bikes  to  work.  She  stated  that  her  main  focus  has  been  on 
policy  matters,  and  that  she  would  be  also  focusing  on  the  mayoral  transition  in  the  New  Year  to  make 
sure  that  we  know  what  sort  of  resource  the  Department  can  play.  She  is  also  prioritizing  work  on 
funding  for  budget  fiscal  year  2011 -12. 

Director  Nutter  stated  that  a  holiday  open  house  was  hosted  last  week  at  the  Department  with  about 
175  people  in  attendance.  There  was  great  feedback  about  the  event,  and  it  was  a  great  way  to  bring 
in  interns,  volunteers,  Commissioners,  staff,  job  seekers,  and  community  members.  It  is  something  that 
will  be  done  again  when  there  is  an  opportunity.  Director  Nutter  also  spoke  at  a  press  conference  on 
behalf  of  the  Mayor  about  the  first  Nissan  Leaf  electric  car  that  was  delivered  to  San  Francisco  on 
Saturday.  This  is  the  tipping  point  for  the  electric  vehicle  market. 

6.  Announcements.  (Discussion)  Director  Nutter  announced  the  Department's  holiday  party  would  be 
held  at  Medjool  this  Thursday,  December  16  and  welcomed  Commissioners  to  attend. 

7.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Discussion) 

Commissioner  Gravanis  suggested  future  agenda  items  that  include  (1)  an  update  on  wave  energy  in 
the  context  of  the  new  emphasis  on  renewables  announced  by  Director  Nutter;  (2)  a  status  report  on 
the  Climate  Action  Plan  City  department  scorecards;  (3)  discussion  of  rate  process  for  individual 
residents  who  don't  send  anything  to  landfill  and  are  penalized  by  having  to  pay  for  the  black  trash  can. 
Mr.  Drew  of  Department  staff  had  reported  that  the  time  to  deal  with  this  issue  is  during  the  next  rate 
setting  process;  (4)  an  update  on  the  use  of  single-serve  plastic  bottles  at  events,  including  staff 
discussions  with  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  and  Recreation  and  Park  Department  to  make  sure 
that  a  water  supply  is  available  at  Golden  Gate  Park  and  other  venues  during  city  events  on  city 
property.  Given  that  there  are  event  promoters  who  are  interested  in  avoiding  plastic  water  bottles  on  a 
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voluntary  basis.  Global  tap  is  a  separate  item  because  that  deals  with  stationary  water  supply  jug  fillers 
for  individuals  to  use,  not  necessarily  related  to  events.  This  item  is  tentatively  scheduled  as  a  written 
report  for  the  February  Policy  Committee  meeting;  (5)  a  discussion  with  attendance  by  the  City 
Attorney's  Office  on  how  to  interpret  the  Charter  ban  on  the  Commission's  ability  to  deal  with  building 
issues  and  land  use  planning  so  that  the  Charter  provision  is  applied  consistently.  She  stated  that  Ms. 
Ostrander  had  mentioned  that  land  use  is  critical  to  our  Climate  Acton  Plan,  but  the  Charter  indicates 
that  the  Commission  is  not  supposed  to  talk  about  it.  Director  Nutter  stated  that  the  landscape  is 
changing  especially  with  SB375  and  land  use  being  directly  connected  to  climate  change  and 
transportation.  How  these  two  issues  interrelate  is  changing  and  needs  to  be  reviewed  as  to  what 
makes  sense  as  well  as  identifying  boundaries  and  parameters  on  how  the  Commission  may  engage 
on  this  topic.  Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  it  may  be  time  to  seek  a  Charter  change  or  find  a  way 
to  interpret  the  current  provision  differently. 

Commissioner  Prakash  stated  that  he  would  consider  future  topics  about  e-commerce  and  reducing 
toxics  from  computers  and  cell  phones. 

8.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda. 

Mr.  Kline  asked  to  be  added  to  the  Commission  and  Department  newsletter  email  mailing  list.  Director 
Nutter,  Commissioner  Gravanis  and  Commission  Secretary  Fish  discussed  ways  to  coordinate  the 
Commission  mailing  list  with  the  Department's  newsletter  email  list. 

9.  Adjournment.  The  Policy  Committee  meeting  adjourned  at  7:10  p.m. 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary,  Telephone  (415)  355-3709;  Fax  (415)  554-6393 

The  next  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  meeting  is  scheduled  for  Monday, 
January  10,  2011  at  5:00  p.m.  in  Room  421,  City  Hall. 

Approved: 
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COMMITTEE  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Johanna  Wald  (Chair),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice-Chair),  Rahul  Prakash 


1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call.  The  Policy  Committee  meeting  convened  at  5:07  p.m.  Present: 
Commissioners  Gravanis  and  Prakash;  Excused:  Commissioner  Wald. 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  November  8,  2010  Policy  Committee  Regular  Meeting.  (Explanatory 
Document:  November  8,  2010  Draft  Minutes)  (Discussion  and  Action) 

Commissioner  Gravanis  provided  corrections  to  page  7,  second  to  last  paragraph  of  the  minutes  so  that 
it  should  read  "Ms.  Ostrander  reported  that  development  of  the  climate  field  is  moving  rapidly  toward 
the  planning  direction  with  oversight  of  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA)  and  SB375. 
Climate  planning  is  also  evolving  to  look  at  habitat  restoration."  Public  Comment:  Ms.  Lurilla  Harris 
requested  clarification  on  page  6,  second  to  last  paragraph  about  what  "Action  1"  was  referring  to. 
Director  Nutter  pointed  out  that  X  is  a  reference  to  Strategic  Plan  Action  1 .  She  provided  additional 
editorial  comments  in  written  format.  Ms.  Fish  suggested  adding  "Strategic  Plan"  before  "Action  1"  to 
that  section  of  the  Minutes.  Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Prakash,  second  by  Commissioner 
Gravanis,  the  November  8,  2010  Meeting  Minutes  were  approved  with  corrections. 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

4.  Draft  Strategic  Plans  Presentation  and  Commissioner  Feedback  on  Department  Program  Areas. 

Sponsor:  Director  Melanie  Nutter  and  Commissioner  Johanna  Wald  (Explanatory  Documents:  Draft 
Strategic  Plans)  (Informational  Presentations  and  Discussion) 

A.  Toxics  Reduction.  Staff  Presenter:  Debbie  Raphael,  Toxics  Reduction  Program  Manager 
Director  Nutter  reported  that  the  Department  has  been  undertaking  a  Strategic  Plan  process 
starting  in  September  with  every  program  area  presenting  their  report  at  weekly  Senior  Staff 
meetings.  Today  there  is  an  opportunity  for  Commissioners  to  hear  a  presentation  of  four  Draft 
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Strategic  Plans  that  were  discussed  at  those  meetings.  Commissioners  will  have  an  opportunity  to 
comment  and  ask  questions  in  these  areas  before  it  comes  to  the  full  Commission. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  acknowledged  Ms.  Raphael's  Environmental  Champion  Award.  Ms. 
Raphael  reported  that  award  was  given  by  the  Environmental  Working  Group  to  the  Mayor,  herself, 
and  Senator  Leno  for  work  of  the  Toxics  Reduction  Program. 

Ms.  Raphael  introduced  staff  that  work  with  her  on  the  Toxics  Reduction  and  Green  Business 
Programs  that  include  (1)  Ms.  Cynthia  Knowles,  working  in  the  residential  sector  as  the  used  oil 
expert  and  toxics  reduction  champion  looking  at  safer  alternatives;  (2)  Ms.  Sraddha  Mehta  is  an 
honorary  member  of  the  Toxics  Reduction  team  who  is  technically  with  the  Environmental  Justice 
team;  (3)  Ms.  Anna  Frankel  works  in  the  Green  Business  program;  and  (4)  Ms.  Anna  Zimmerman 
focuses  on  the  commercial  sector  of  the  Toxics  Reduction  program  focusing  on  dry  cleaners  and 
the  janitorial  sector. 

Ms.  Raphael  reported  that  the  Toxics  Reduction  program  started  out  as  part  of  the  Solid  Waste 
Division  as  a  Hazardous  Waste  Management  Program.  If  you  look  at  programs  around  the  country, 
almost  every  city  has  a  household  hazardous  waste  program  where  the  focus  is  on  what  to  do  with 
your  toxic  products  when  you  are  done  with  them.  Just  being  very  good  at  disposing  of  them  is  not 
really  solving  the  problem  for  governments.  The  objective  is  to  look  upstream  to  figure  out  how  to 
get  the  toxic  chemicals  out  of  consumer  products.  The  program  name  was  changed  to  the  Toxics 
Reduction  Program  in  acknowledgement  of  the  fact  that  we  were  going  to  be  holistic  and  look 
upstream  as  well  as  have  the  best  disposal  program  in  the  country. 

Ms.  Raphael  reported  that  the  introductory  paragraphs  of  the  Strategic  Plan  Draft  are  reflective  of  a 
problem  statement.  The  problem  statement  is  that  we  have  tens  of  thousands  of  chemicals  in 
commerce  that  are  perfectly  legal  to  use,  but  we  don't  know  whether  they  are  safe  to  use.  In  fact, 
the  more  that  is  learned  about  them,  the  more  we  think  that  many  are  not  safe  to  use.  We  are  in 
this  dilemma  where  the  use  of  these  chemicals  is  perfectly  legal  from  a  federal  standpoint.  In  San 
Francisco,  the  Precautionary  Principle  has  been  adopted  that  says  that  it  is  no  longer  sufficient  to 
ask  is  something  legal  to  use.  It  is  also  not  sufficient  to  ask  is  it  safe  to  use.  If  you  ask  the  question 
if  it  is  safe,  it  depends  to  whom  you  are  asking  that  question.  The  only  answer  to  "is  it  safe"  is  more 
study.  Instead  we  have  to  ask  "is  it  necessary?"  Is  it  necessary  to  put  harmful  chemicals  in 
products?  That  then  becomes  the  basis  for  precautionary  thinking  and  an  alternatives  assessment 
where  we  answer  the  question  is  it  necessary  by  looking  for  safer  alternatives.  That  is  the 
underlying  principle  that  really  becomes  the  foundation  for  the  Toxics  Reduction  Program.  That  is 
what  these  introductory  paragraphs  are  getting  at.  Ms.  Raphael  explained  that  the  goals  and 
actions  are  very  much  aligned  with  the  idea  of  asking  the  question  "is  it  necessary"  and  identifying 
alternatives  to  identify  the  safer  alternative.  It  does  not  mean  that  we  ignore  the  disposal,  it  is  just 
not  sufficient  in  itself. 

Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  Director  Nutter  had  challenged  staff  on  how  we  set  priorities.  There  are 
thousands  of  products  and  chemicals.  How  as  a  program  do  you  prioritize  what  to  work  on? 
Decisions  have  been  made  and  not  everything  is  being  worked  on.  The  Strategic  Plan  Objectives 
show  nine  areas  that  have  been  decided  on.  The  introductory  paragraph  discusses  how  priorities 
are  set.  She  welcomed  the  Commission's  thoughts  on  how  priorities  are  set  and  what  filters  are 
used  to  analyze  the  program  areas.  She  explained  that  a  number  of  factors  are  looked  at.  An 
analysis  is  done  on  how  toxic  the  chemicals  are,  how  widely  -hey  are  used,  and  if  there  are 
alternatives  and  strategic  opportunities.  Strategic  opportunities  could  be  a  legislator,  a  Board  of 
Supervisors  member  who  all  of  a  sudden  thinks  that  one  issue  is  the  most  important  thing  and  the 
community  agrees  and  comes  up  with  an  Ordinance.  Or  it  could  be  that  we  read  a  report  on 
arsenic-treated  wood  and  conclude  that  we  have  thirty-one  play  structures  made  of  arsenic  treated 
wood.  We  then  ask  is  it  necessary  to  build  them  that  way  and  focus  on  arsenic  treated  wood.  Over 
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the  course  of  the  years  of  this  program,  a  combination  of  factors  led  to  the  nine  categories  identified 
in  Strategic  Plan  Goal  1,  Objective  A,  Actions  1-9  that  include  toxicity,  wide-spread  use,  availability 
of  safer  alternatives,  and  strategic  opportunities. 

Ms.  Raphael  reported  that  programs  are  divided  by  target  audience.  When  we  talk  about  the 
commercial  sector  and  we  want  to  change  the  behavior  there,  we  have  a  different  set  of 
opportunities  than  with  the  residential  sector.  With  the  commercial  sector,  we  have  found  that  they 
are  terribly  uninterested  in  our  message.  The  way  that  we  can  get  them  interested  is  by  offering 
financial  benefits.  Hence  was  born  the  Green  Business  Program  that  is  part  of  the  Toxics 
Reduction  Program.  Ms.  Raphael  reported  that  the  Toxics  Reduction  program  has  legal  authority  of 
oversight  of  Recology  operations  with  respect  to  paints,  pesticides  and  similar  products.  The  Zero 
Waste  Team  has  a  close  working  relationship  with  Recology  and  oversees  them  financially,  but 
they  do  not  have  regulatory  responsibility  over  them. 

Director  Nutter  reported  that  the  last  two  paragraphs  of  the  Toxics  Reduction  Strategic  Plan  Draft 
shows  tangible  metrics  of  what  has  been  achieved  with  all  of  the  work  that  has  been  done  in  the 
program  and  the  focus  in  the  coming  years.   Ms.  Raphael  reported  that  the  coming  years  are  about 
broadening  the  reach  in  the  Green  Business  Program  and  looking  at  particular  problem  product 
areas  such  as  pharmaceuticals  and  how  to  deal  with  those.  She  elaborated  on  Strategic  Plan  Goal 
1  Objectives  and  Actions  as  shown  in  pages  2-6  of  the  Toxics  Reduction  Draft  Strategic  Plan. 

Commissioner  Prakash  inquired  about  what  the  area  of  information  technology  encompasses.  Ms. 
Raphael  stated  that  there  is  a  federal  standard  that  was  developed  for  green  computers  called 
EPEAT  that  includes  three  categories:  certified,  silver  and  gold.  We  set  a  goal  of  silver  and  now  90 
percent  of  computers  are  silver.  Now  we  are  going  to  gold.  EPEAT  is  now  looking  at  servers 
because  they  use  a  large  amount  of  energy  and  multi-purpose  Xerox  machines.  Commissioner 
Prakash  stated  there  are  alternatives  to  reduce  server  costs  and  energy  consumption.  Ms.  Raphael 
asked  Commissioner  Prakash  to  provide  his  knowledge  in  future  discussions  on  this  topic.  She 
stated  that  as  consumers,  we  can  drive  the  market  and  have  a  fairly  large  reach  because  we  are 
fairly  large  institutional  consumers. 

Commissioner  Prakash  inquired  about  Recology's  system  for  picking  up  used  laptops.  Ms. 
Raphael  reported  that  people  can  call  Recology  to  pick  up  their  laptop  from  their  residence. 
However,  staff  suggests  that  people  bring  their  laptops  to  Goodwill  because  they  have  a 
phenomenal  program  to  refurbish  laptops  as  part  of  their  job-training  program.  Ms.  Knowles  stated 
that  Ms.  Zarrehparvar  of  the  Toxics  Reduction  Program  heads  the  e-waste  program  and  works  very 
hard  to  assure  that  recyclers  and  collectors  are  not  shipping  these  products  inappropriately. 

Director  Nutter  asked  what  items  could  be  added  to  the  list  in  2013.  Ms.  Raphael  stated  that 
triclosan  is  one  of  the  top  ingredients  on  the  list  to  be  considered.  She  stated  that  it  would  also  be 
interesting  to  see  if  anything  will  come  out  of  the  Green  Chemistry  initiative  that  helps  San 
Francisco  determine  what  we  can  do  policy-wise  to  spur  the  federal  and  the  state  governments  on 
the  bigger  picture.  Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  she  would  like  to  hold  a  discussion  at  a 
future  meeting  on  the  use  of  pesticides  and  herbicides  by  home  gardeners  in  the  city.  Ms.  Raphael 
reported  that  Ms.  Knowles  and  Ms.  Mehta  are  looking  at  Housing  Authority  pesticide  and  microbial 
use  as  a  broader  campaign. 

B.  Green  Building.  Staff  Presenter:  Debbie  Raphael,  Green  Building  Program  Manager  (10  minutes) 

Ms.  Raphael  introduced  Mr.  Richard  Chien  who  is  in  charge  of  the  private  sector  Green  Building 
program.  She  reported  that  the  Strategic  Plan  for  the  Green  Building  program  is  shorter  because  there 
are  considerably  fewer  people  that  are  working  in  the  program  and  it  is  a  smaller  project,  but  in  terms  of 
ambition,  it  is  huge.  When  this  program  started  in  1999,  LEED  had  just  come  to  be,  and  there  was  a 
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thought  that  maybe  we  should  convince  people  to  pay  attention  to  LEED.  Now  we  have  almost  200 
LEED  Accredited  Professionals  who  are  City  staff,  and  San  Francisco  has  more  LEED  buildings  than  in 
New  York  City  or  Los  Angeles.  It  is  no  longer  a  challenge  to  convince  people  that  they  need  to  pay 
attention.  Our  challenge  now  is  what  to  do  with  the  myriad  of  laws,  programs,  and  certifications  of 
programs  and  confusion  that  is  out  there.  What  is  our  role  because  we  are  so  small?  The  Green 
Building  Program  held  a  retreat  to  discuss  all  of  these  issues.  The  Green  Building  Strategic  Plan 
introductory  paragraphs  acknowledge  the  fact  that  Green  Building  is  an  integral  process  that  integrates 
the  natural  environment  with  the  built  environment.  It  is  about  facilitating  communication.  The  goal  is 
that  all  new  and  existing  buildings  are  green,  and  that  they  are  green  in  a  meaningful  way.  Ms. 
Raphael  stated  that  the  recent  retreat  and  other  discussions  have  identified  impact  opportunities  in 
three  main  areas  of  focus  that  include:  (Strategic  Plan  Draft  pages  2-3) 

•  Integrating  current  Green  Building  policies  and  communicating  them  effectively  to  affected 
parties  intra-departmentally  and  inter-departmentally.  Green  Building  team  to  help  integrate 
building  codes  and  rules  at  city,  regional,  state  and  national  scales. 

•  Enforcing  and  incentivizing  current  green  building  requirements. 

•  Quantification  and  communication  of  green  building  outcomes  and  benefits. 

Ms.  Raphael  discussed  the  Green  Building  goal  to  enhance  environmental  performance  of  buildings  in 
San  Francisco  to  reduce  costs  while  increasing  efficiency  and  livability  and  elaborated  on  the 
objectives  and  actions  to  support  this  goal.  She  stated  that  objectives  consist  of  working  on  policies 
and  practices,  incentives  and  technical  assistance,  and  education  and  outreach  to  stakeholders. 
(Pages  2-3). 

Commissioner  Prakash  inquired  about  the  types  of  financing  being  thought  about  for  GreenFinance 
SF.  Mr.  Chien  reported  that  the  focus  of  GreenFinance  SF  was  originally  on  small  single-family  two-to- 
four  unit  buildings  but  federal  regulators  put  a  freeze  on  this.  It  is  possible  that  the  existing  enabling 
legislation  for  the  original  program  can  be  used  for  commercial  properties.  The  City  wouldn't  actually 
facilitate  the  funding  or  issue  bonds  on  behalf  of  these  aggregated  small  projects.  The  individual 
commercial  property  owner  would  find  their  own  financing,  and  the  City  would  secure  the  repayment 
with  a  PACE  lien.  The  City  would  have  less  of  a  direct  role,  but  use  the  same  powers  of  the  special 
tax  district  it  established  for  the  initial  residential  program. 

Mr.  Chien  stated  that  33  million  dollars  was  going  to  support  residential  PACE  in  California  through  the 
second  round  of  ARRA  funding,  but  now  in  light  of  the  PACE  freeze,  the  state  is  using  the  grant  money 
to  build  a  central  web  portal  available  across  the  state  through  the  Energy  Upgrade  California  brand. 
There  will  be  a  financing  clearing  house  that  will  be  managed  by  the  state  Treasurer's  Office.  There 
will  be  pre-vetted  products  available,  either  secured  or  unsecured  loans  for  homeowners,  and  interest 
rate  buy-down  money  through  state  funded  grant  funds  in  some  jurisdictions.  There  have  been  some 
contractors  identified  who  are  going  to  set  up  the  web  portal  and  help  the  state  treasurer  find  the 
financing  clearing  house. 

Mr.  Manion  inquired  about  how  commercial  is  being  defined.  Mr.  Chien  stated  that  it  could  include 
multi-family,  commercial,  industrial,  and  multi-family  apartment  buildings.  For  the  owner  arranged 
program  where  a  property  owner  is  in  good  enough  standing  with  their  mortgage  holder,  they  could 
potentially  get  the  consent  of  the  mortgage  holder  and  take  out  additional  debt  against  the  property.  It 
is  a  limited  subset  of  commercial  property  owners  which  will  probably  be  some  of  the  larger 
commercial  office  buildings. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  inquired  about  LEED  Neighborhood  Development  (ND)  because  when  we  talk 
about  storm  water  or  district  energy,  we  need  to  think  about  more  than  one  building  at  a  time.  Mr. 
Chien  reported  that  there  was  a  LEED  ND  pilot  that  was  done  for  a  Schlage  lock  site  in  partnership 
with  the  Redevelopment  Agency  Planning  Department  and  Universal  Paragon  Corporation,  the 
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developer.  The  lessons  learned  there  were  that  a  lot  of  the  standard  planning  practices  and  all  of  the 
environmental  patchwork  of  green  building  requirements  that  Ms.  Raphael  referenced  earlier  does  get 
us  far  to  achieve  a  good  baseline  LEED  ND  score  just  based  on  our  local  requirements.  There  is  quite 
a  lot  of  work  involved  in  providing  documentation  to  get  a  LEED  certification.  For  urban  infill,  it  may  not 
be  the  optimal  way  to  get  to  good  environmental  outcomes  for  a  large  plan  area.  Some  of  the  other 
large  plan  areas  underway  are  using  LEED  ND  as  a  baseline  comparison,  and  some  are  going  for 
actual  certification.  What  we  are  finding  is  that  by  digging  in  outside  of  some  of  the  LEED  ND 
framework,  it  may  be  a  more  effective  way  to  insure  real  strong  environmental  outcomes  for  some  of 
these  larger  projects. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  it  is  important  that  we  don't  lose  track  of  the  broader  multiple 
benefits  when  we  look  building-by-building,  especially  for  projects  such  as  the  Treasure  Island  and 
Candlestick  storm-water  systems  and  district  heating.  Mr.  Chien  stated  that  the  Green  Building  team 
has  been  more  involved  in  some  of  those  larger  projects  in  the  past  than  at  the  present  time.  From 
what  is  being  seen  by  looking  ei  Sustainability  Plans  for  those  plan  areas,  there  is  a  good  foundation 
for  a  lot  of  it.  It  is  important  to  stay  on  top  of  and  track  the  plan  as  it  moves  through  these  very  long 
development  processes  to  make  sure  there  are  teeth  behind  the  requirements. 

C.  Environmental  Justice.  Staff  Presenters:  Anne  Eng,  Environmental  Justice  Program  Manager  and 
Sraddha  Mehta,  Environmental  Justice  Grant  Program  Manager 

Ms.  Eng  introduced  Environmental  Justice  program  staff,  Ms.  Sraddha  Mehta  and  Mr.  Raymond 
Manion  who  shares  his  time  between  the  Energy  and  Environmental  Justice  programs.  She  reported 
that  Ms.  Mei  Ling  Hui  also  helps  the  Environmental  Justice  program  doing  urban  agriculture  work  with 
support  of  Environmental  Justice  resources.  She  stated  that  the  Environmental  Justice  program  is  a 
ten-year  old  program  that  has  been  administering  City  grant  funding  to  several  non-profit  groups 
serving  the  Bayview  Hunters  Point  and  Potrero  neighborhoods.  An  amount  of  $13  million  came  to  the 
Department  of  the  Environment  from  the  state  in  1998.  A  Request  for  Proposals  (RFP)  was  issued  so 
non-profits  would  apply  on  a  competitive  basis  annually  for  grant-funding.  The  application  process  now 
is  for  every  two  years  because  over  $1 1  million  of  the  $13  million  grant  award  has  been  given  out.  The 
last  funding  cycle  is  being  administered  which  will  be  spent  until  2012.  (See  Strategic  Draft  narrative  for 
a  program  description.) 

Ms.  Eng  reported  that  the  next  two  years  is  being  seen  as  a  transition  period  for  Environmental  Justice 
staff  that  will  no  longer  be  serving  as  grant  managers  and  instead  will  expand  their  roles  in  providing 
direct  services  such  as  educational  workshops  and  program  management  work.  Priorities  and  time 
allocations  will  be  shifted.  This  Strategic  Plan  will  reflect  past  work  that  has  been  accomplished  with  the 
group  of  grantees.  One  example  is  the  work  of  Literacy  for  Environmental  Justice  (LEJ)  who  was 
awarded  a  grant  in  2001  and  has  finally  finished  their  Eco-Center  at  Herons  Head  Park  Education 
Center  this  year.  That  was  a  ten-year  relationship  that  staff  monitored,  helped,  guided,  supported, 
nurtured,  and  helped  to  overcome  obstacles  as  the  project  evolved.  Staff  is  still  working  with  LEJ  now 
to  support  the  final  stage  of  LEED  certification  for  that  building.  Commissioner  Gravanis  asked  for  an 
update  on  the  LEJ  Eco  Center  occupancy  permit  and  suggested  that  the  project  is  better  than  LEED 
platinum.  Ms.  Eng  spoke  of  the  challenges  that  were  faced  working  with  non-profit  grant  recipients  that 
have  limited  capacity.  Many  were  not  very  well  established  and  were  small  non-profits  working  in  the 
southeast  corner  serving  those  most  vulnerable.  Many  of  the  grant  recipients  have  grown  through  time 
and  others  have  struggled. 

Ms.  Eng  discussed  the  Environmental  Justice  Program  Strategic  Plan  Draft  narrative  that  defines 
environmental  justice  and  the  program's  role  (page  1,  paragraph  1).  She  discussed  the  barriers  that 
residents  in  the  City's  poorer  and  most  vulnerable  neighborhoods  are  currently  facing  and  will  be  facing 
with  the  advent  of  climate  change  (page  1,  paragraph  2).  She  elaborated  on  the  Department  of 
Environment's  programs  to  promote  environmental  sustainability  and  economic  opportunities  in  the 
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city's  low-income  neighborhoods  by  promoting  renewable  energy ,  energy  conservation  and  efficiency, 
food  security,  air  quality,  and  environmental  justice.  The  Environmental  Justice  program  will  be  taking 
a  leadership  role  in  developing  green  jobs  and  the  green  economy  that  will  support  training  programs 
and  help  integrate  resource  conservation,  energy  efficiency  and  green  building  principles  into  training 
curriculum.  Work  will  be  accomplished  in  conjunction  with  neighborhood  groups  on  educating  the 
community  about  the  benefits  of  using  cleaner  alternative  fuels,  helping  local  groups  develop 
community  gardens  and  urban  farms,  and  reducing  indoor  air  pollution  and  asthma  triggers  in  low- 
income  housing  (page  1  paragraphs  3-5). 

Ms.  Eng  reported  that  Strategic  Plan  Goal  1  is  to  protect  the  environment  and  public  health  in 
environmental  justice  neighborhoods  in  San  Francisco  and  support  the  capacity  and  education  of  local 
residents  to  address  environmental  justice  concerns.  Ms.  Mehta  discussed  Objective  A,  to  improve  air 
quality  in  environmental  justice  neighborhoods,  Action  1 .  She  stated  that  the  Environmental  Justice 
program  received  a  grant  from  the  Centers  for  Disease  Control  (CDC)  to  address  asthma  disparities  in 
the  Hunters  Point  neighborhood.  As  a  part  of  that  grant,  they  are  focusing  on  public  housing  that  would 
address  some  of  the  substandard  housing  issues  that  lead  to  poor  indoor  air  quality  and  exacerbate  the 
asthma  disparities  in  the  community.  She  and  Ms.  Knowles  prepared  a  study  focusing  on  the  Alice 
Griffith  public-housing  complex  and  found  that  a  lot  of  the  homes  have  major  mold  and  pest  issues. 
Residents  are  relying  on  toxic  cleaning  and  pest  control  products  to  address  these  issues  as  is  the 
Housing  Authority.  With  the  use  of  CDC  grant  funding,  plans  are  to  convene  a  group  of  stakeholders 
including  community  residents  to  identify  a  strategic  plan  on  how  to  address  these  issues.  Ms.  Eng 
explained  that  the  CDC  grant  is  initially  for  one  year  with  an  option  for  renewal  upon  successful 
completion  of  the  one-year  deliverables.  There  is  also  the  possibility  of  reapplying  for  implementation 
following  this  initial  two-year  effort.  If  the  project  turns  out  to  be  eiffective  and  successful,  it  could  turn 
out  to  be  a  seven  year-project.  Ms.  Eng  provided  additional  information  on  actions  in  Objective  A  to 
improve  air  quality  in  environmental  justice  neighborhoods  and  Objective  B  to  promote  neighborhood 
resiliency  and  improve  quality  of  life  (pages  2-3). 

Commissioner  Prakash  stated  that  he  has  read  how  lower-income  and  public-housing  have  higher 
rates  of  asthma.  He  stated  that  in  New  York  and  Chicago,  they  retrofitted  radiators,  boilers,  and  air 
conditioning  HVAC  systems.  The  result  was  that  energy  efficiencies  were  increased  by  30  -  40%  so 
that  bills  were  significantly  lower,  and  air  quality  was  40  to  50%  better.  A  lot  of  the  public  living  in  this 
type  of  housing  have  sick-building  syndrome.  A  lot  of  it  has  to  do  with  the  mold  and  the  pesticide,  but  it 
is  also  from  the  whole  infrastructure,  such  as  the  appliances  that  came  with  the  home.  New  York  City 
and  the  New  York  Council's  goal  had  been  to  retrofit  their  entire  public-housing  infrastructure. 

Ms.  Mehta  reported  that  a  staff  person  had  worked  on  the  boiler  systems  in  some  Bayview  public- 
housing  developments  and  reported  on  some  of  the  poor  indoor  air-quality  issues  that  were  attributed 
to  boiler  system  leaks.  For  example,  boilers  at  Alice  Griffith  Public  Housing  had  leaked  for  long  periods 
of  time.  These  leaks  resulted  in  boiler  water  vaporizing  into  the  flue  gases  which  discharged  into  the 
atmosphere.  Also,  the  leaks  resulted  in  the  flooding  of  boiler  rooms.  There  is  definitely  a  need  for 
retrofits  and  even  replacement,  in  many  cases.  The  Housing  Authority  has  indicated  that  they  have  a 
limited  budget  to  deal  with  these  issues.  There  is  also  reluctance  on  their  part  to  invest  in  some  of 
these  repairs  or  replacements  because  they  are  planning  to  tear  down  most  of  these  developments  and 
redevelop  and  have  already  started  redevelopment  on  a  few  sites.    Part  of  what  is  planned  for  the 
CDC  grant  is  to  identify  policies  to  urge  the  Housing  Authority  to  move  in  the  right  direction  to  address 
some  of  these  issues.  Ms  .Knowles  stated  that  one  project  that  is  being  worked  on  is  a  pilot  program 
with  the  Housing  Authority  on  the  Sunnydale  housing  units  to  do  Integrated  Pest  Management  (IPM) 
work.  The  program  is  now  voluntary,  but  there  is  a  desire  to  make  it  City  policy  so  that  the  Housing 
Authority  is  required  to  follow  the  IPM  Ordinance.  The  Policy  Committee  may  be  asked  for  their  support 
to  make  this  happen  in  the  future.  A  quote  has  been  requested  from  a  pest  control  operator  that 
practices  IPM.  Ms.  Mehta  reported  that  she  is  working  on  developing  future  policies  for  existing 
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buildings.  Ms.  Eng  discussed  Hope  SF  that  would  help  rebuild  several  of  the  housing  complexes  to  be 
green  in  the  next  couple  of  decades. 

Director  Nutter  reported  that  Mr.  Broomhead  discussed  the  Energy  Strategic  Plan  and  the  SF  Home 
Improvement  Performance  program  (HIP)  that  relates  to  this  issue.  Although  it  is  not  work  that  is  being 
done  in  conjunction  with  the  Housing  Authority,  the  program  looks  at  individual  homes  as  a  whole 
system  and  could  address  some  of  these  mold  and  poor  indoor  air  quality  issues. 

Mr.  Manion  reported  that  the  SF  HIP  program  will  be  providing  incentives  to  homeowners  and  looking 
to  pilot  two-to-four  unit  buildings.  Home  performance  testing  is  for  the  whole  building.  Right  now  there 
are  a  lot  of  two-to-four  unit  buildings  in  San  Francisco  where  one  of  the  units  may  want  to  participate, 
but  the  technology  is  for  the  whole  building.  He  discussed  local,  state  and  federal  incentives  that  are 
available  so  that  a  homeowner  can  do  a  home  performance  upgrade  or  retrofit.  He  stated  that  it  would 
be  a  good  idea  to  encapsulate  this  program  in  the  Housing  Authority.  Ms.  Mehta  stated  that  Mr.  Chien 
had  reported  that  at  least  one  public  housing  site  is  using  EPA's  indoor  air  plus  guidelines. 

D.  Environment  Now.  Staff  Presenter:  Donnie  Oliveira,  Green  Jobs  Coordinator. 

Director  Nutter  reported  that  Environment  Now!  is  an  excellent  and  unique  program  that  provides  a 
triple  benefit  for  the  Department  because  it  looks  at  true  sustainability  that  helps  our  urban 
environment,  creates  jobs,  and  employs  people  from  the  community  to  work  on  social-cohesion  and 
community-resiliency  issues. 

Mr.  Oliveira  presented  a  narrative  of  the  Environment  Now!  Strategic  Plan  Draft  (see  pages  1-2).  He 
reported  that  the  Environment  Now  program  was  initially  part  of  the  City's  larger  JobsNow  program  that 
came  through  ARRA  TANF  funds  for  assistance  to  needy  families.  At  the  onset  of  the  program,  the 
Department  chose  to  employ  100  JobsNow  participants,  but  maxed  out  at  approximately  70.  The 
design  at  the  time  was  a  project  based  on  the  green  jobs  training  program.  The  idea  was  to  focus  on 
eco-literacy,  environmental  awareness  and  training  for  grassroots  outreach,  community  leadership  and 
to  promote  grassroots  organizing.  While  many  of  the  traditional  city  job  training  programs  focused  on 
technical  pragmatic  skills  such  as  installing  solar  panels  and  working  on  energy-  efficiency  retrofits,  the 
Department's  program  wanted  to  focus  on  people  skills  and  interpersonal  relationships  and  on  the  other 
positions  in  the  green  sector  that  don't  always  get  funded.  When  the  ARRA  funds  ran  out,  the 
Department  chose  to  institutionalize  the  program  by  internally  funding  the  Environment  Now  program  at 
a  smaller,  but  still  substantial  size.  There  are  still  18  job  trainees  in  the  program  who  are  in  month  three 
of  year  two. 

Mr.  Oliveira  stated  that  the  origin  of  the  term  green  jobs  came  from  the  northwest  from  a  non-profit 
organization  based  in  Seattle  that  talked  about  green  jobs  for  the  Emerald  State.  One  of  the 
godmothers  of  this  movement,  San  Francisco  State  University  Professor  Raquel  Pinderhughes,  took 
the  term  and  applied  it  to  the  green-collar  economy,  and  thus  the  green  jobs  movement  was  born.  It 
was  manifested  in  2007  with  the  Green  Jobs  Act  which  authorized  $125  million  per  year  to  create  an 
Energy  Efficiency  and  Renewable  Energy  Worker  training  program  as  an  amendment  to  the  Workforce 
Investment  Act.  Now  it  is  taking  on  its  own  life  throughout  the  country.  What  happened  in  the  green 
jobs  movement  was  that  workforce  development  agencies  were  adding  the  green  segment  to  their 
systems.  The  unique  part  of  Environment  Now  is  that  the  Department  was  a  green  agency  that  added 
workforce  development  with  a  focus  on  eco-literacy. 

Mr.  Oliveira  reported  that  in  2009  the  state  of  California  defined  green  jobs  as  any  activity  or  service 
that  performs  the  following: 

•  Generating  and  storing  renewable  energy 

•  Recycling  existing  materials 

•  Energy  efficient  product  manufacturing,  distribution,  construction,  installation,  and  maintenance 
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•  Education,  compliance  and  awareness 

•  Natural  and  sustainable  product  manufacturing 

The  Department  of  the  Environment  is  really  focused  on  the  education,  compliance  and  awareness 
definition.  The  objective  is  to  train  staff  to  communicate  the  messaging  of  our  department  and  the 
larger  ecological  environmental  awareness  and  sustainability  issues.  We  are  trying  to  develop  the  next 
wave  of  environmental  stewards  for  our  city  and  planet.  The  primary  goal  is  to  promote  workforce 
readiness  and  eco-literacy  through  a  combination  of  practical  hands-on  training  and  experience.  That 
includes  everything  from  grassroots  outreach,  door-to-door  canvassing,  phone  banking,  going  to 
businesses,  supporting  programs  through  attending  events,  speaking  at  community  agencies  and 
neighborhood  associations,  tree-planting,  and  outreach.  Program  staff  worked  on  the  Living  Roof  at  1 
South  Van  Ness  Avenue.  They  are  very  eager  to  take  on  any  opportunities. 

Mr.  Oliveira  elaborated  on  Strategic  Plan  Program  Goals  1  -  3  and  Objectives  and  Actions  to  reach 
goals  as  detailed  in  pages  2  -4  of  the  Environment  Now!  Strategic  Plan. 

•  Goal  1 :  Advance  social  equity  in  the  environmental  field  through  job  training  opportunities  to  San 
Franciscans  from  diverse  multicultural  communities. 

•  Goal  2.  Engage  and  strengthen  communities  by  providing  access  to  citywide  environmental 
programs,  projects,  and  initiatives. 

•  Goal  3.  Collaborate  with  outside  partners  to  expand  the  green  economy  in  San  Francisco  by 
promoting  employment  training  and  job  placement  opportunities. 

Director  Nutter  reported  that  the  Environment  Now  program  is  such  a  great  compliment  to  the 
Department  and  all  of  the  other  programs  in  the  Department.  She  explained  that  the  Department  has  a 
number  of  legislative  directives  that  mandate  certain  actions.  The  Environment  Now  program  is  an 
effective  tool  to  achieve  our  goals  by  providing  staff  to  be  out  in  tne  community  to  have  a  dialogue  with 
the  public  about  how  to  comply  with  many  of  these  mandates.  Through  developing  relationships  and 
often  working  in  communities  with  friends  and  neighbors,  the  Environment  Now  staff  has  been 
successful  at  inspiring  behavior  change  in  hard  to  reach  communities.  Secondly,  the  Department  has  a 
vision  of  playing  a  more  critical  role  in  the  green  jobs  and  green  economy  sector  than  in  the  past,  even 
though  a  lot  of  good  work  has  been  accomplished  thus  far.  She  stated  that  this  is  one  of  the  main 
programs  that  the  Department  will  be  seeking  funding  for  in  the  next  year  through  grants,  foundation 
support  and  from  other  department  work  orders  who  might  want  to  employ  Environment  Now  staff  for 
some  of  their  programs. 

Commissioner  Prakash  asked  if  the  Department  works  with  other  San  Francisco  institutions  such  as 
community  colleges  on  green  job  training.  Mr.  Oliveira  reported  that  there  is  frequent  collaboration  with 
Friends  of  the  Urban  Forest,  Environmental  Justice  grantees,  colleges,  universities,  and  other  City 
agencies.  Commissioner  Prakash  reported  that  he  has  talked  with  people  from  the  Community  College 
Board  who  are  always  talking  about  looking  to  expand  their  green-jobs  training  program.  Mr.  Oliveira 
stated  that  there  is  ongoing  collaboration  on  this  effort.  There  are  a  lot  of  job-training  programs  where 
we  are  all  accessing  the  same  resources,  and  there  is  oftentimes  overstress  of  the  system. 
Department  staff  is  working  with  the  City  College  campus  to  do  a  "green  blitz"  next  semester  in 
January.  There  will  be  a  presence  on  campus  for  two  weeks  to  talk  about  the  environment  and  share 
information.  There  will  be  twelve  people  in  the  Excelsior  district  (doing  door-to-door  outreach  for  zero 
waste,  and  four  people  in  District  5  doing  Energy  Watch  business  outreach.  Every  day  there  are 
anywhere  from  12-18  people  walking  around  San  Francisco  talking  about  our  programs  that  includes 
zero  waste,  toxics  reduction,  Energy  Watch,  etc.  There  will  be  a  robust  program  rollout  for  201 1  that 
will  include  the  IPM  Program,  Cell  Phone  Ordinance,  Outreach,  compliance,  and  many  other  projects. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  inquired  how  many  people  the  Department  will  be  able  to  fund  for  the 
Environment  Now  program  through  fundraising  efforts.  Director  Nutter  stated  that  she  and  Deputy 
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Director  Assmann  reviewed  the  initial  Department  budget  today.  There  are  different  pots  of  money  that 
can  be  allocated  to  different  places  depending  on  Department  priorities.  She  stated  that  the  number  of 
staff  that  will  be  funded  has  not  yet  been  determined,  but  that  the  biggest  goal  and  priority  right  now  in 
terms  of  sustainable  funding  is  for  Environment  Now.  Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  she  has  seen 
Environment  Now  staff  at  street  fairs,  tabling,  and  other  events  and  has  been  impressed  by  their 
enthusiasm  and  how  they  engage  people  walking  by  in  an  assertive  and  friendly  way.  Mr.  Oliveira 
reported  on  the  quantifiable  evolution  made  by  Environment  Now  staff  from  the  beginning  of  the 
program  to  now.  Ms.  Knowles  reported  that  Environment  Now  staff  has  enabled  the  Toxics  Reduction 
program  to  achieve  goals  and  objectives  that  may  otherwise  have  not  been  met.  Mr.  Oliveira  stated 
that  at  the  beginning  of  the  program  there  was  an  uncertainty  about  the  impact  the  JobsNow 
participants  could  actually  have  and  the  level  of  accountability  that  the  program  would  bring. 
Substantial  results  were  actually  produced  that  could  justify  additional  funding.  These  folks  were 
producing  quantifiable  change  in  communities  on  composting  and  recycling  and  the  Energy  Watch 
program.  There  is  actually  someone  from  the  Environment  Now  program  that  actually  works  with  Ms. 
Knowles  on  the  used  motor  oil  program.  Director  Nutter  stated  that  the  Department  appreciates  the 
work  that  Mr.  Oliveira  has  done  in  running  such  a  challenging  program  that  takes  someone  with  a  lot  of 
talent,  skill  and  commitment  to  get  it  off  the  ground  and  running. 

Director  Nutter  reported  that  Strategic  Plan  Drafts  for  Zero  Waste,  Clean  Transportation,  Outreach,  and 
Urban  Forestry  would  be  scheduled  for  discussion  at  the  next  Policy  Committee  meeting. 
Commissioner  Gravanis  inquired  about  Director  Nutter's  Strategic  Plan  section  that  would  glue  all  of  the 
report  sections  together.  She  stated  that  it  seems  that  the  City  no  longer  has  a  Sustainability  Plan. 
There  was  a  Sustainability  Plan  adopted  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  in  1996  which  has  not  been 
worked  on  since  then.  During  discussions  regarding  updating  the  Plan,  the  idea  was  that  the  Strategic 
Plan  would  replace  the  Sustainability  Plan.  In  many  ways  it  does,  but  there  does  not  seem  to  be  a 
policy  framework  that  the  more  specific  goals  and  actions  fit  into.  As  an  example,  in  regards  to 
environmental  justice,  there  is  no  overall  goal  of  ending  environmental  injustice.  That  is  what  this  old 
plan  did  provide. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  the  Department's  Strategic  Plan  lists  the  quantitative  commitments 
that  the  Department  makes  to  fulfill  within  a  certain  amount  of  time,  so  there  can't  be  a  commitment  to 
doing  things  that  funding  and  staff  is  not  available  for.  Nevertheless,  it  would  be  nice  to  have  a  wish  list 
of  where  we  would  like  to  see  the  City  even  with  respect  to  things  that  aren't  part  of  our  Strategic  Plan 
like  biodiversity,  wildlife  and  water  (wastewater,  water  supply).  The  Public  Utilities  Commission  is  doing 
a  good  job  on  water,  although  it  would  be  nice  to  have  more  involvement.  She  asked  if  the  Strategic 
Plan  could  be  updated  in  the  next  year  to  include  more  than  the  Department's  specific  three-year 
commitments  and  thus  serve  as  a  Sustainability  Plan  as  well.  Director  Nutter  stated  that  it  is  important 
to  consider  how  a  Sustainability  Plan  could  be  used  because  that  would  then  dictate  how  much  time 
and  effort  could  be  put  towards  doing  something  above  and  beyond  the  Strategic  Plan,  the  Department 
Climate  Action  Plan,  and  the  Community-wide  Climate  Action  Plan  that  will  be  released  next  year.  She 
would  like  to  review  the  Strategic  Plan  and  see  how  it  fits  into  what  we  are  already  creating  and  see  if 
any  additional  pieces  could  be  added  to  the  Strategic  Plan. 

Director  Nutter  stated  that  she  is  planning  to  prepare  a  high-level  vision  statement  on  all  of  the  program 
strategic  plans  that  would  elaborate  on  how  all  the  Department  plans  connect,  what  the  themes  are, 
what  we  are  working  to  achieve,  what  the  large  goals  are,  and  what  the  metrics  are.  She  is  open  to 
looking  at  what  the  use  of  an  updated  Sustainability  Plan  would  be  and  how  it  would  be  different  than 
all  of  the  documentation  that  is  being  worked  on  as  well  as  identifying  what  the  required  resources 
would  be  to  put  something  like  that  together.  She  asked  Commissioners  how  they  would  see  a 
Sustainability  Plan  for  the  city  being  used  as  opposed  to  our  Community-wide  Climate  Action  Plan  that 
might  have  a  lot  of  elements.  What  are  the  additional  elements  of  a  Sustainability  Plan,  and  who  is  the 
audience?  Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  the  Plan  would  be  for  the  general  public  so  they  can  go 
to  the  Department's  website  and  see  what  the  Department  cares  about.  If  all  they  see  are  projects  for 
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which  there  is  available  funding,  then  they  might  get  a  limited  idea  of  what  we  care  about.  What  is  not 
talked  about  much  in  the  Climate  Plan  is  wildlife  and  biodiversity.  There  was  some  discussion,  but 
some  of  the  things  that  we  do  care  about,  like  encouraging  tree  planting  everywhere  to  sequester  more 
carbon,  can  hurt  biological  diversity  by  favoring  species  that  like  a  tree-dominated  habitat  as  opposed 
to  those  that  require  coastal  scrub,  grasslands,  or  other  non-tree  habitat.  Commissioner  Gravanis 
stated  that  there  could  be  things  that  could  be  worked  on  that  do  not  require  spending  a  lot  of  money 
and  may  be  accomplished  through  the  assistance  of  volunteer  groups  who  may  want  to  get  involved  in 
stewardship  hands-on  ecological  restoration  projects.  It  is  not  suggested  that  the  Sustainability  Plan 
would  create  an  obligation  to  spend  money  that  is  not  available,  but  as  a  means  to  provide  for  a  more 
well  rounded  image  in  terms  of  our  interests  in  the  overall  environment  and  to  guide  future  fundraising 
efforts. 

Director  Nutter  stated  that  one  other  document  that  is  available  and  includes  environmental  goals  is  SF 
Forward.  Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  SF  Forward  does  not  discuss  nature.  Director  Nutter 
stated  that  it  is  important  to  take  an  inventory  of  all  of  the  different  documentation  that  is  available  and 
identify  what  we  have  and  what  is  still  needed.  It  may  be  possible  to  add  on  to  some  components  that 
we  already  have  and  see  where  it  fits. 

Ms.  Eng  reported  that  she  had  worked  on  the  Sustainability  Plan  and  what  she  finds  so  remarkable  was 
the  community  engagement  around  the  Plan,  which  predates  the  Department.  It  took  400  volunteers 
who  just  worked  on  putting  their  vision  together  and  articulating  some  of  the  broad  goals  and 
objectives.  The  Plan  was  approved  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  but  was  not  fully  embraced  to  make 
sure  objectives  were  reached.  It  was  a  visioning  document  at  the  time  when  this  Department  did  not 
exist.  Now  that  the  Department  has  100  people  and  $15  million  a  year  committed  to  greening  the  city 
and  promoting  sustainability,  we  got  so  far  beyond  that.  What  th  at  can  still  give  to  us  is  the  community 
engagement  process.  Maybe  there  is  a  way  to  reengage  with  hundreds  of  people  to  discuss  how  to 
move  forward  for  the  next  decade  and  work  with  stakeholders  to  identify  three  top  priorities  or  policy 
goals  and  have  something  that  would  be  practical  and  implemencable  in  articulating  our  vision  beyond 
the  three-year  plan. 

Director  Nutter  stated  that  the  Sustainability  Plan  actually  does  relate  to  the  Community  Engagement 
Plan  that  the  Outreach  team  has  been  tasked  with  putting  together  for  next  year.  It  wasn't  yet  clear 
what  the  outcome  of  that  engagement  process  was  going  to  be,  but  the  idea  is  to  engage  hundreds  of 
stakeholders  and  volunteers  to  talk  about  the  green  future  of  San  Francisco.  A  Sustainability  Plan 
citywide  vision  document  could  be  a  product  of  that  year  long  public-engagement  process. 

5.  Director's  Report  and  Updates.  Speaker:  Melanie  Nutter,  Director  (Informational  Report  and 
Discussion) 

Director  Nutter  reported  that  the  Mayor  is  going  to  be  heading  to  his  new  position  to  the  state  of 
California  in  the  New  Year.  As  a  result,  the  Department  has  been  very  busy  working  to  move  forward  a 
lot  of  pending  policies,  ordinances,  and  programs.  The  focus  has  been  to  wrap  up  a  number  of 
priorities  that  the  Mayor  has  had,  and  the  Department  of  the  Environment  has  played  a  role  in.  One 
priority  is  working  on  the  existing  Commercial  Building  Ordinance  with  the  Public  Utilities  Commission, 
Board  of  Supervisors  Land  Use  Committee,  the  Mayor's  Office,  and  Department  staff.  It's  a  complex 
policy  and  there  are  negotiating  points  to  be  sorted  out  as  well  as  identifying  funding  opportunities  on 
how  to  move  forward.  The  mandate  would  state  that  any  commc;rcial  building  that  is  10,000  square 
feet  and  over  would  be  required  to  benchmark  their  energy  use  as  well  as  have  an  energy  audit  within  a 
time  certain.  That  means  that  the  Department  will  be  busy  implementing  this  ordinance  that  would  apply 
to  about  2500  buildings  that  would  be  benchmarked  or  energy  audited  within  a  four-month  period  with  a 
notification  year  at  the  outset.  It  would  make  huge  impacts  for  energy  efficiency,  energy  use,  and  job 
creation.  Auditors  will  be  employed  on  a  consistent  basis  in  San  Francisco.  The  ordinance  will  improve 
the  business  bottom  line  for  building  owners  who  will  save  money  and  be  able  to  market  their  buildings. 


Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee 
December  13,  2010  Approved  Meeting  Minutes 
Page  1 1 


There  are  a  few  other  cities  that  have  the  same  type  of  ordinance,  e.g.,  New  York  and  Seattle,  but  San 
Francisco's  is  the  most  aggressive  existing  Commercial  Building  Ordinance  in  the  country.  The 
Ordinance  has  been  at  the  Board  of  Supervisors  Land  Use  Committee  and  will  be  heard  there  again 
one  more  time  in  the  New  Year  and  then  hopefully  to  the  new  Board  for  passage  in  January. 

Director  Nutter  stated  that  she  has  been  spending  a  lot  of  time  working  with  Supervisor  Mirkarimi  on  a 
pharmaceutical  disposal  program.  The  Department  has  been  holding  discussions  with  the  Mayor's 
Office  who  has  done  a  lot  of  work  trying  to  set  up  an  industry-funded  program.  It  has  secured  funding, 
and  a  lot  of  stakeholders  were  brought  to  the  table.  There  are  a  few  key  missing  pieces  which  are  that 
Walgreens  and  Safeway  have  not  agreed  to  participate  or  to  promote  drug  disposal  at  other 
pharmacies.  It  looks  like  the  Supervisor  might  re-introduce  legislation  which  would  mandate  an 
industry-funded  disposal  program  in  San  Francisco.  That  legislation  is  pending  and  could  be  coming 
back  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  tomorrow.  It  has  been  continued  about  four  times  to  allow  for 
stakeholder  discussions,  for  reaching  out  to  the  community,  and  to  see  whether  the  Police  Department 
is  willing  and  has  the  required  funding  to  take  back  the  controlled-substances.  There  will  be  a 
pharmaceutical  disposal  program  in  San  Francisco  in  the  future  beyond  what  has  already  being  done, 
which  is  the  mail-in  envelopes. 

Director  Nutter  reported  that  there  have  been  a  few  minor  changes  to  the  Cell  Phone  Ordinance.  The 
Integrated  Pest  Management  update  was  given  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  today.  Director  Nutter 
attended  a  press  conference  with  the  Mayor  at  Sunset  Reservoir  where  an  announcement  was  made  of 
San  Francisco's  100%  renewable  goal  by  2020.  It  is  a  grant  funded  project  for  a  plan  to  look  at 
inventorying  all  of  the  research  that  is  current  available  and  identifying  areas  where  we  need  more 
research,  funding,  and  the  best  opportunities  for  bringing  in  renewables  to  San  Francisco.  A  Mayor's 
Task  Force  will  be  formed  in  the  next  few  weeks  to  help  push  that  forward. 

Director  Nutter  announced  that  the  Department  was  one  of  the  winners  of  a  Great  Race  for  Clean  Air 
for  having  the  most  employees  ride  their  bikes  to  work.  She  stated  that  her  main  focus  has  been  on 
policy  matters,  and  that  she  would  be  also  focusing  on  the  mayoral  transition  in  the  New  Year  to  make 
sure  that  we  know  what  sort  of  resource  the  Department  can  play.  She  is  also  prioritizing  work  on 
funding  for  budget  fiscal  year  2011 -12. 

Director  Nutter  stated  that  a  holiday  open  house  was  hosted  last  week  at  the  Department  with  about 
175  people  in  attendance.  There  was  great  feedback  about  the  event,  and  it  was  a  great  way  to  bring 
in  interns,  volunteers,  Commissioners,  staff,  job  seekers,  and  community  members.  It  is  something  that 
will  be  done  again  when  there  is  an  opportunity.  Director  Nutter  also  spoke  at  a  press  conference  on 
behalf  of  the  Mayor  about  the  first  Nissan  Leaf  electric  car  that  was  delivered  to  San  Francisco  on 
Saturday.  This  is  the  tipping  point  for  the  electric  vehicle  market. 

6.  Announcements.  (Discussion)  Director  Nutter  announced  the  Department's  holiday  party  would  be 
held  at  Medjool  this  Thursday,  December  16  and  welcomed  Commissioners  to  attend. 

7.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Discussion) 

Commissioner  Gravanis  suggested  future  agenda  items  that  include  (1)  an  update  on  wave  energy  in 
the  context  of  the  new  emphasis  on  renewables  announced  by  Director  Nutter;  (2)  a  status  report  on 
the  Climate  Action  Plan  City  department  scorecards;  (3)  discussion  of  rate  process  for  individual 
residents  who  don't  send  anything  to  landfill  and  are  penalized  by  having  to  pay  for  the  black  trash  can. 
Mr.  Drew  of  Department  staff  had  reported  that  the  time  to  deal  with  this  issue  is  during  the  next  rate 
setting  process;  (4)  an  update  on  the  use  of  single-serve  plastic  bottles  at  events,  including  staff 
discussions  with  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  and  Recreation  and  Park  Department  to  make  sure 
that  a  water  supply  is  available  at  Golden  Gate  Park  and  other  venues  during  city  events  on  city 
property.  Given  that  there  are  event  promoters  who  are  interested  in  avoiding  plastic  water  bottles  on  a 
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voluntary  basis.  Global  tap  is  a  separate  item  because  that  deals  with  stationary  water  supply  jug  fillers 
for  individuals  to  use,  not  necessarily  related  to  events.  This  item  is  tentatively  scheduled  as  a  written 
report  for  the  February  Policy  Committee  meeting;  (5)  a  discussion  with  attendance  by  the  City 
Attorney's  Office  on  how  to  interpret  the  Charter  ban  on  the  Commission's  ability  to  deal  with  building 
issues  and  land  use  planning  so  that  the  Charter  provision  is  applied  consistently.  She  stated  that  Ms. 
Ostrander  had  mentioned  that  land  use  is  critical  to  our  Climate  Acton  Plan,  but  the  Charter  indicates 
that  the  Commission  is  not  supposed  to  talk  about  it.  Director  Nutter  stated  that  the  landscape  is 
changing  especially  with  SB375  and  land  use  being  directly  connected  to  climate  change  and 
transportation.  How  these  two  issues  interrelate  is  changing  and  needs  to  be  reviewed  as  to  what 
makes  sense  as  well  as  identifying  boundaries  and  parameters  on  how  the  Commission  may  engage 
on  this  topic.  Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  it  may  be  time  to  seek  a  Charter  change  or  find  a  way 
to  interpret  the  current  provision  differently. 

Commissioner  Prakash  stated  that  he  would  consider  future  topics  about  e-commerce  and  reducing 
toxics  from  computers  and  cell  phones. 

8.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda. 

Mr.  Kline  asked  to  be  added  to  the  Commission  and  Department  newsletter  email  mailing  list.  Director 
Nutter,  Commissioner  Gravanis  and  Commission  Secretary  Fish  discussed  ways  to  coordinate  the 
Commission  mailing  list  with  the  Department's  newsletter  email  list. 

9.  Adjournment.  The  Policy  Committee  meeting  adjourned  at  7:10  p.m. 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary,  Telephone  (415)  355-3709;  Fax  (415)  554-6393 

The  next  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  meeting  is  scheduled  for  Monday, 
January  10,  2011  at  5:00  p.m.  in  Room  421,  City  Hall. 


Approved:  January  10,  201 1 
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